
 
AGENDA 

 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

THURSDAY, JUNE 2, 2016  6:30 PM 

 

PLACE: COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

7232 E. MAIN ST, REYNOLDSBURG, OH 43068 

City of Reynoldsburg Page 1 Updated 6/2/2016 11:14 AM  

A. CALL TO ORDER 

1. ROLL CALL 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Design Review Board – Regular – May 5, 2016 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

4. SWEARING IN OF SPEAKERS 

B. PUBLIC COMMENT 

C. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

D. NEW BUSINESS 

1. 7354 E. Main St.; Application #173347; Applicant Derek:  Makelzow; Business:  

Prost Beer and Wine Cafe; Historic District - New Awning 

2. 7691 Farmsbury Dr.; Application #173349; Applicant:  Nancy Radke; Business:  

Dollar Tree; Signage 

3. 2272 Baltimore-Reynoldsburg Rd.; Application #173483; Applicant:  Bob Kessler - 

Kessler Sign Company; Business:  O'Charley's Restaurant and Bar; Minor/Exterior 

Modifications 

4. 6156 E. Main St.; Application #173545; Applicant:  Jami Gray - Sign Vision Co., 

Inc.; Business:  Lendmark Financial; Signage 

5. 8157 E. Broad St.; Application #173685; Applicant:  Nancy Radke; Business:  

Maurice's; Minor/Exterior Modifications; Signage 

E. OTHER BUSINESS 

1. The Shoppes at East Broad Tree Issue 

F. ADJOURNMENT 



 
MINUTES 

 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

THURSDAY, MAY 5, 2016  6:30 PM 

 

PLACE: COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

7232 E. MAIN ST, REYNOLDSBURG, OH 43068 

City of Reynoldsburg Page 1 Updated 5/12/2016 5:22 PM  

A. CALL TO ORDER 

PRESENT: Hudson, Zollars, Hicks, Carr, Sampson, Cullinan 

ABSENT: Bowman 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Design Review Board – Regular – April 7, 2016 

Minutes stand approved. 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Agenda stands approved. 

4. SWEARING IN OF SPEAKERS 

Chairman Zollars:  If you intend to speak tonight, please sign in.  All those that are testifying 

or speaking, please stand, raise your right hand, and repeat after me.  Do you swear or affirm 

that the testimony you give in front of the Board will be truthful?  If so, please answer, "I 

do."  (Audible I do's.)  Thank you. 

B. PUBLIC COMMENT 

C. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

D. NEW BUSINESS 

1. 6630 E. Main St.; Application #173137; Applicant Tony Fredenburg; Business:  the 

Kroger Co.; Major Site Plan Review - New Commercial Building; Signage 

6630 E. Main Street  - Kroger - Major Site Plan.  Application:  #173137 - Certificate of 

Appropriateness.  Location:  Property is located on the north-west corner of E. Main Street 

and Rosehill Road.  Existing Zoning:  CC - Community Commerce / CCO - Community 

Commercial Overlay.  Request is for a review of a major site plan, including signage, in 

order to construct a new commercial building.  Current Use:  Vacant land.  Applicant:  The 

Kroger Co. C/o Tony Fredenberg/David Hodge.  Proposal - The applicant is requesting the 

Board review and approve a major site plan, including signage, in order construct a new 

101,497 SF commercial building, gasoline station and related improvements.  The 16.47AC 

site consists of multiple parcels that have a variety of legacy uses, including residential 

dwellings, a mobile home park, a retail sales business, some personal services uses.  This 

entire site has been designated as commercial since approximately 1972.  The main tracts are 
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undeveloped at this time, but were previously used for a trailer sales business.  Along Main 

Street, the site abuts other commercial businesses, all in the CC district.  To the north, the 

property abuts a multi-family housing complex.  Along the northernmost lot line, the site is 

adjacent to single family dwellings in the City of Columbus.  All parcels that front E. Main 

Street are within the Community Commercial Overlay.  Records indicate that commercial 

zoning has been applied to the majority of the site since the early 1970s.  The applicant has 

already received the required approvals for a major site plan, variances, and special exception 

use permits from the Board of Zoning and Building Appeals.  The variances dealt with areas 

of the Community Commercial Overlay that didn't really function well with the big box style 

site that the applicant was advocating for in this case.  The Community Commercial Overlay 

was geared toward a lot of the small three and four tenant buildings we see along Main St.  

The applicant met with Staff several times during the pre-application phase.  As you can see, 

the applicant has their main building, they have a fuel center, and then they have a building 

pad available for future development for retail.  They were originally showing the fuel center 

on the corner, so staff worked with them to relocate the fuel center, in order to create a 

location where a more distinctive retail building could be located on the corner.  The 

applicant was agreeable to Staff’s proposed changes and Staff supports the general layout of 

the site plan.  Traffic & Parking - Staff has reviewed the site circulation study and found that 

the applicant is exceeding the minimum parking requirements of Table 1179. The required 

parking for grocery store is 1 space for every 300SF of building area.  This would require the 

applicant to have 338 parking spaces on site, and they have provided 634 spaces.  The 

applicant has provided a traffic study for review by the City Engineer.  The applicant 

proposes to reduce the number of curb cuts on E. Main Street and Rosehill Road as part of 

this proposed development.  The applicant has provided a detailed landscape plan the 

showing proposed screening of the neighboring single and multi-family dwellings.  Upon 

review of the plan, Staff requested that the applicant extend the proposed mounded along the 

entire rear of property.  After conducting a meeting with the neighboring property owners, 

the applicant has submitted a revised landscape plan extending the mound and adding a rear 

privacy fence.  Staff is comfortable that the fence and the amount of landscape materials 

shown on the plan meet or exceed the requirements of Chapter 1180.  The applicant has 

already committed to modify the landscape plans to mitigate the concerns of some neighbors, 

and to modify materials proposed on the fuel center building to match the main structure.  

Sign - Per the Code, the applicant is permitted one sign up to 760 SF in area on the main 

building.  The applicant has submitted a comprehensive sign plan showing 273.66 SF of 

signage to be split up in 6 individual, internally illuminated signs.  Staff reviewed this and 

found it to be positive because they are not using all the signage they are entitled to.  That is 

a lot of signage, given the size of the building and the setback.  They are using the signage to 

articulate where the enter the building to get these various services.  Staff supports this 

because the amount of wall signage is less than would be permitted by Code and is sited to 

indicate where to enter the structure for the various services.  The applicant also proposed 
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141.12 SF of signage on the gasoline station.  Signage areas for gasoline stations are very 

difficult to determine based on the code, but staff is comfortable the proposed signage is 

consistent with typical gasoline stations and is not overpowering the canopy.  The applicant 

has already clarified that gas pump signage can be LED style, and this is consistent with the 

Zoning Code.  Finally, the applicant is proposing a 118.02SF ground sign with multiple sign 

panels for service uses and an LED style sign for fuel pricing.  Staff supports that idea that 

the applicant is concentrating all of their signage is one location rather than having separate 

ground signs for the store and gasoline station.  The proposed signage is larger than would be 

permitted under the Community Commercial Overlay, but a building setback of this distance 

was not envisioned when that Chapter was enacted.  The applicant worked Staff to lower the 

height of the sign, change the style and materials to be consistent with the design on other 

signage along E. Main Street.  Staff also supports the use of the same brick materials used on 

the main structure.  The applicant has also proposed a similar, slightly smaller ground sign 

along Rosehill Road, which is consistent with the provisions of the Code.  BZBA required 

the applicant to use the same brick material from the main structure on the fuel center.  The 

applicant also proposed a landscape plan which has been revised since they made their 

application.  That was to accommodate some resident concerns at the BZBA meeting.  The 

residents requested that the evergreens be along the north side of the screening so that they 

would have some year around greenery between them and the Kroger.  The screening there 

consists of the landscape that is in your packet, and a six foot vinyl fence that everyone was 

agreeable to at the previous meeting.  I recommend that the Board should apply the standards 

for design review and determine if the proposed major site plan and signage enhance the 

characteristics of the Community Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation is it that the 

Board approve the application for a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  With that, I 

will turn things back over to our chairman.  I will be happy to answer any questions, and the 

applicant is here to answer questions as well. 

Chairman Zollars:  I would like to ask the applicant the location of the building and the set 

back.  A lot of buildings along Main St. In this area have a much closer set-back to Main St.  

I know the newer Harbor Freight location on main St., set a little closer to the road.  There is 

a Kroger north of the Short North that is a little bit closer to the road.  This is a traditional 

setting with the Kroger set back and the parking in the front. Was there consideration for the 

site layout, to have the building a little closer to the front, maybe a little more walking 

accessible down Main St. 

Ms. Rose:  Hi, I am Heidi Rose with Burd Engineering.  I am representing the Civil engineer.  

We had looked at moving the building closer to the road, but the way the parking lot would 

lay out was not conducive to what Kroger wanted.  We worked with the City, and we also 

discussed the future retail.  We also added sidewalk in from Main Street to the building to 

help pedestrians. 

Mr. Brown:  I am Jim Brown.  I am a construction manager with Kroger.  I think the 

footprint of our building was not conducive to this type of a layout.  The one on High Street 
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that you mentioned, the Main entry does face the large parking area.  We just happen to have 

High Street along the side of the building there. 

Mr. Hicks:  Is that it part because of a market study that you feel that this particular building 

type fits this particular market?  The existing Kroger that is farther east, is a little closer to 

the road and is not necessarily super walkable, but it definitely is more of a neighborhood 

feeling type grocery store, whereas this is more super market type.  I am just kind of curious 

what the reasonings may be as to why this is.  There are different types of buildings that 

Kroger has, so why a different building type doesn't fit in this market. 

Mr. Brown:  I think the existing Kroger is not sufficient for the customers, for the business, 

for the community.  This building is going to be twice the size of the existing store.  And, 

when you look at all of the amenities they are going to be providing, it really laid out this 

100,000 SF store.  When you talk about the High Street store for example, is 57,000 SF.  So 

it is a much smaller store, much smaller parking lot, and the parking ratio is about the same, 

but far fewer spaces. 

Mr. Snowden:  Dan and I felt that given the scale of this thing, and given the cooperation to 

identify a retail site that would be on the corner, we thought was a pretty big win.  Especially 

given that the original site plan proposed the fuel center there.  And, looking at it from 

Kroger's standpoint, they wanted to directly compete with the United Dairy Farmer's fuel 

center across the street.  We looked at it as we were able to make a positive change, although 

we did not get everything we wanted in terms of pedestrian accessibility, we felt it was a 

good compromise given what was originally proposed to us in the pre-application phase. 

Mr. Hicks:  As we look to the future, and the development of Main Street, and what Main 

Street is going to be in the next twenty to fifty years, I had hoped this was a major investment 

in Main Street, and I am very appreciative of that, and Kroger is a great partner in that.  I also 

like to have an eye to the future of accessibility and the types of residents that live in this 

area, and how accessible it is going to be if you don't have a car.  How easy is it going to be 

to get in and out of this Kroger?  And we are really interested in serving that type of 

consumer here.  I think that is one of my concerns with the building.  I had a couple of other 

questions.  The exterior facade, up and down Main Street we have a lot of brick, and on your 

monument sign there is brick.  The exterior brick on this would be like a split faced block.  

Are there any considerations for incorporating some of that same brick that we have up and 

down our sidewalks, on the corner features, on the monument sign, on the facades of the 

building? 

Mr. Brown:  I believe that we are utilizing that brick along the front of the building for the 

monument signs. 

Mr. Snowden:  The brick color that they are utilizing is a little different.  I did not see split 

face in the exterior, but maybe I missed something along the rear of one of the elevations. 

Mr. Brown:  It is like a cast brick, but I would imagine...it will look more like a large block.  

It is going to be 16" wide, 8" tall. 

Mr. Fry:  Really there are three different masonry products on the building.  The majority of 
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the field is the cast brick product.  It is 4 x 16, so it still has that brick proportion, but it is a 

little bit larger to fit the scale of the building.  There are some horizontal accent bands with a 

lighter brown color.  That would be the split-faced block.  There is also burnished block 

which is really the same product as the split-faced, only the face is ground down so you get 

that exposed aggregate look.  That is used around the vestibules, and an accent portion at the 

seating area at the right side of the south elevation.  So there are some similar color materials, 

some variation texture, some banding, very detailing variation in the elevation.   

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hicks, most of our buildings that have been developed since the Design 

Review Board came into being, along main Street have a very traditional look, entry porticos 

and that sort of thing.  This is a little bit more of a modern take on a commercial building.  

So, it is definitely different than what is there.  I like it.  Ultimately you get to the point 

where there are some tastes issues to it, but it is definitely something that is a little bit more 

modern than what we see when you think about the facade improvements that were done 

many years ago to the shopping center that Kroger is in, where you have these palladia 

columns at the front that make it with a gabled roof, so this is definitely different. 

Chairman Zollars:  Kroger team, anything you would like to add to this? 

Ms. Horn:  I am Jordan Horn.  I am with Kroger Real Estate, so I appreciate your time this 

evening.  We are very excited to bring this new 100,000 SF store to Reynoldsburg.  It is also 

one of new prototype exteriors.  This is one of the first few tat will be in the Columbus area, 

which we are excited to be rolling out across the country.  So, this new store is going to be 

bigger and better looking, and substantially different in expanded offerings.  We are really 

excited about bringing to the community, in addition to our architect and our construction 

manager, that you have already spoken with, we do have our landscape architect here, so we 

have a little bit of everybody here. 

Unknown Speaker:  I have noticed that in some of the other Krogers in the area a kind of cart 

system with some striping and some additional signage and I didn't know if that is something 

that would also be incorporated into this.  And what, if any, type of signage would be 

included in that. 

Ms. Horn:  For our cart corral, typically out in the parking lot, but as far as the additional 

signage goes, that is not in our request to have additional signage on the cart corrals.  There 

will be some identification as far as small signage for the person returning their carts. 

Chairman Zollars:  Any other questions from the Board?  Alright, we will call the vote.  Mr. 

Snowden, if you would please.  

(Vote) 

Mr. Snowden:  I think Kroger has met with us enough that they know what the process is at 

this point.  You will want to submit an application for a zoning certificate and zoning sign 

permit.  You will want to submit for a plot-grade-utility plan review and approval, which is 

the civil engineering package that is reviewed by our City Engineer.  Once that is complete, I 

can issue the zoning certificate, and from there you also want to submit your building plans 

for review, secure the permits, and complete the required inspections.  The numbers for the 
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folks you are going to be doing that with are listed.  Thank you very much.  
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RESULT: APPROVED [5 TO 0] 

MOVER: Tyler Cullinan 

SECONDER: Bill Sampson 

AYES: Hudson, Hicks, Carr, Sampson, Cullinan 

ABSTAIN: Zollars 

ABSENT: Bowman 

2. 1607 Brice Rd.; Application #173161; Applicant:  DaNite Signs; Business:  Allstate - 

Davie Financial; Signage 

Mr. Snowden:  1607 Brice Road - Davie Financial - Signage.  Application:  #173161 - 

Certificate of Appropriateness.  The property is located on the west side of Brice Road 

between Retton Road and Roselawn Ave.  Existing Zoning:  CC - Community Commerce 

District / CCO - Community Commercial Overlay.  Request is for a certificate of 

appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Administrative/Business Office.  Applicant:  

DaNite Signs.  The applicant is requesting the Board review and approve a certificate of 

appropriateness to reface an existing internally illuminated monument style cabinet sign, and 

install a 36SF non-illuminated aluminum wall panel sign.  Existing Site & Context - The site 

is developed with an existing commercial building used for a financial services office. 

Neighboring uses include other commercial businesses in the CC district of the City.  To the 

west, the property abuts a fraternal organization lodge in the CO district of the City.  To the 

east, the property is adjacent to single tenant freestanding office structures in the NC district.  

The applicant is proposing to erect a 36 SF non-illuminated all panel.  This is significantly 

less than the 93SF of wall signage the applicant is entitled to per the Zoning Code.  The panel 

is proportional of the proposed wall, stepped back from the main front facade, and is 

consistent with the character of the proposed ground sign.  The applicant is proposing to 

reface an existing 48.55 SF monument style ground sign.  The sign is internally illuminated  

and consists of two panels.  The propose faces will have two colors and one logo.  The 

proposed panels are consistent with each other, the overall color scheme of the monument 

sign and the proposed wall mounted sign.  The Board should apply the standards for design 

review and determine if the proposed signage enhances the characteristics of the Community 

Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board approve the application for 

a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  With that, I will turn it back over to our 

Chairman. 

 

Chairman Zollars:  Any questions from the Board?  Would the applicant like to add 

anything?   

 

(Vote) 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Sir, you will need to submit for a zoning sign permit application for the 

proposed sign reface.  Staff will require two copies of plans to confirm compliance with the 

approved Certificate of Appropriateness. Once that is secured, you will need to submit to our 

Building Division for building plans for the new wall sign, secure permits, and complete the 
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required inspections.  I will provide that to you in writing and have a great day. 
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RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Steven Hicks, Board Member 

SECONDER: Richard Hudson 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Hicks, Carr, Sampson, Cullinan 

ABSENT: Bowman 

3. 2437 Taylor Park Dr.; Application #173228; Applicant:  Jami Gray; Business:  

Target; Signage 

Mr. Snowden:  2437 Taylor Park Drive - Target Pharmacy - Signage.  Application:  #173228 

- Certificate of Appropriateness.  Property is located along the north side of I-70, west of 

Baltimore-Reynoldsburg Road.  Existing Zoning:  CS - Community Services District.  

Request is for a certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Retail 

Sales/Pharmacy.  Applicant:  Golden signs out of Milford, Ohio.  The applicant is 

requesting the Board review and approve a certificate of appropriateness for a new wall 

mounted sign on the front facade of an existing commercial building.  This sign replacement 

is part of re-branding and will replace and existing channel letter sign.  The site is developed 

with an existing commercial building and related improvements. The other tenant spaces 

include other retail sales uses.  Neighboring uses include other commercial businesses in the 

CS district of the City.  To the west, the property abuts Blacklick Metro Park, that is what is 

directly behind this property.  The applicant is proposing to install a new 35.7 SF wall sign.  

The proposed sign consists of internally illuminated channel letters mounted to the building 

facade.  The proposed signage is consistent with the style of signage used throughout the 

entire commercial shopping center and with the existing pharmacy sign.  This is a pretty 

simple one, the applicant, CVS, is taking over all of Target's pharmacies and they are 

basically taking down the generic pharmacy signage, rebranding it, one color in the exact 

same location, with no increases in size.  I recommend the Board apply the standards for 

design review and determine if the proposed signage enhances the characteristics of this 

commercial corridor. Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board approve the application for 

a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.   

Chairman Zollars:  Thank you Mr. Snowden.  Any questions or comments from the Board?  

Does the applicant have anything to add? 

(Vote) 

Mr. Snowden:  You will want to submit for a zoning sign permit application for the proposed 

sign reface.  Staff will require two copies of plans to confirm compliance.  Then you will 

want to submit building plans for the new sign, secure permits, and complete the required 

inspections.  Have a great day. 
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RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Tyler Cullinan 

SECONDER: Richard Carr 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Hicks, Carr, Sampson, Cullinan 

ABSENT: Bowman 

4. 8173 E. Broad St.; Application #173241; Applicant:  Philip Redke; Business:  TJ 

Maxx; Signage 

Mr. Snowden:  8173 E. Broad Street - TJ Maxx - Signage.  Application:  #173241 - 

Certificate of Appropriateness.  The property is located on south side of E. Broad Street, east 

of Waggoner Road.  Existing Zoning:  CS - Community Services District.  The request for 

certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Retail Sales.  As you can see here, 

this building is currently under construction.  Applicant:  PR Signs & Services/Philip Radke, 

there address and phone number is listed.  The applicant is requesting the Board review and 

approve a certificate of appropriateness for a new wall mounted sign on the front facade of a 

commercial building.  The site is developed with an existing multi-tenant commercial 

building and related improvements. The other tenant spaces include retail sales uses.  To the 

north, the property abuts other commercial businesses on the north side of Broad Street in the 

City of Columbus.  To the south, the property is adjacent to an agricultural use in Jefferson 

Township.  The applicant is proposing to install a new 209.7SF of signage.  Per the Code, the 

applicant is entitled to 248SF of signage.  The applicant worked with staff to reduce the 

amount of sign area and number of wall signs originally proposed.  When TJ Maxx originally 

made their application, they were actually proposing to do a Comprehensive Sign Plan to do 

four, then three wall signs.  Staff worked with the applicant, and there are a couple of reasons 

for that, TJ Maxx is the closest tenant space next to the Lowes.  The applicant was proposing 

to put wall signs on the south facade, which is to the agricultural property that is in a 

permanent farmland preservation district, and probably will never be developed.  So that is 

signage that is unnecessary and goes to nothing, and no one can see it.  The applicant was 

proposing signage to face the Lowes, it would have been slightly visible from the Lowes, but 

the distance across here is only between twenty and thirty feet.  To think you are going to 

have a lot of visibility from the street, I did not support that.  So, the applicant was very 

gracious and revised their plans in order to basically go with one sign.  That is what everyone 

else in the shopping center is doing, and that is what was designed for when the original 

phase 1 for the Shoppes at East Broad was approved through BZBA and DRB, last year.  The 

sign is consistent with the scale of the building’s façade and with the signage approved for 

the other tenant spaces in the same shopping center.  The 7 IN sign projection from the 

facade does not exceed the 12 IN allowed by the Zoning Code.  I recommend that the Board 

should apply the standards for design review and determine if the proposed signage enhances 

the characteristics of this commercial corridor. Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board 
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approve the application for a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  With that, I would 

be happy to answer any questions. 

Chairman Zollars:  Any questions from the Board? 

Unknown Speaker:  Mr. Snowden, I have one quick question.  When the Sports Authority 

was approved on the monument sign, there was some brief discussion about trying to keep 

the Sports Authority sign and the TJ Maxx sign separate because they are essentially the 

same red and white look and they were conflicting or indistinguishable between the two. 

Mr. Snowden:  You are correct, Sir. 

Unknown Speaker:  Is this proposal for where the TJ Maxx sign will be adjacent to, or not 

right next to, or above. 

Mr. Snowden:  It is adjacent, but here is the thing, Sports Authority has declared bankruptcy 

nationally and they are not going into the shopping center.  So, we will be fine on that front.   

Chairman Zollars:  Anything else from the Board?  Anything from the applicant?   

(Vote) 

Mr. Snowden:  The items you are going to need to complete are listed, I will provide it in 

writing.  You will need to submit a zoning sign permit for the new sign, and submit building 

plans for the sign.  Secure the permits and inspections.  Thanks.  
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RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Richard Hudson 

SECONDER: Steven Hicks, Board Member 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Hicks, Carr, Sampson, Cullinan 

ABSENT: Bowman 

5. 2413 Taylor Square Rd.; Application #173268; Applicant:  DaNite Signs; Business:  

IHOP; Signage 

Mr. Snowden:  2413 Taylor Square Drive - IHOP - Signage.  Application:  #173268 - 

Certificate of Appropriateness.  Location:  Property is located on the east side of Baltimore-

Reynoldsburg Road just south of Taylor Road.  Existing Zoning:  CS - Community Services 

District.  The request for certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Eating or 

Drinking Estblishment.  Applicant:  DaNite Sign.  The applicant is requesting the Board 

review and approve a certificate of appropriateness for new wall mounted signage on the 

front and side facades of an existing commercial building.  The site is developed with an 

existing commercial building and related improvements for an eating or drinking 

establishment. Neighboring uses include other commercial businesses in the CS district of 

the City, including eating or drinking establishments and a hotel.  Pretty typical for a 

development next to a highway.  The applicant previously received a variance, case #66-ZV, 

from the Zoning Code to allow a wall sign on the north façade of the building which does not 

parallel any public street.  Wall Signs - The applicant is proposing two new wall signs.  The 

size of the proposed wall sign on the north façade is 21 SF in area.  The sign proposed on the 

front or west façade is 162 SF, which is two square feet less than the 164SF of sign permitted 

by Code.  So, even if we termed the entire thing a sign, they are still within their permitted 

signage per the Code.  The applicant is also proposing a small circle sign.  Technically that 

could be termed an additional sign, so I would recommend the Board approve on the 

condition that 24 hour sign be integrated in that overall main sign on the front.  It would be 

very easy to just mount that.  Like I said, it is almost like a building detail, rather than a sign, 

as we traditionally know it.  The way that they have designed it, I have termed it all signage.  

Materials Changes - The applicant is proposing a very minor change to the wood paneling 

above the gabled entrance.  The area was so minor, that staff included this review as part of 

the signage.  The proposed paneling is consistent with the wood material proposed on the 

wall sign.  They are proposing to do an overlay on this with a very similar wood, and the 24 

hour sign.  I am suggesting if we move the 24 hour sign to the main side, then they reface 

that with some wood.  I did not even feel comfortable terming that an architectural 

modification because we are adding one material.  It is just slightly different from an in kind 

replacement.  That is why I did not require exterior modification level review.  In this case, I 

think it is fine that they do that, as long as they relocate the 24 hour sign, just so we don't run 

into any problems that need to require variances. It is such a big sign anyway, it seems silly 
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to not just utilize whatever they need.  I recommend the Board apply the standards for design 

review and determine if the proposed signage enhances the characteristics of this commercial 

corridor. Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board approve the application for a certificate 

of appropriateness as submitted.  I would recommend I this case that we add the condition 

that the 24 hour round sign is relocated to the main front facade. 

Mr. Sampson:  Let me add that the City stepped up for both IHOP and the Olive Garden, and 

visibility from the roadway is very limited, so we stepped up to really clear out that public 

property to increase that visibility.  We value the businesses that are in Reynoldsburg, and 

certainly both IHOP and the Olive Garden, and we do not want them to be hidden in any 

way.  The City does recognize the issue with the signage and the visibility and is stepping 

forward, and will contain that property. 

Mr. Snowden:  For those of you that do no know the area well and do not know what Mr. 

Sampson is speaking of.  This was the condition of the right away in 2014.  The city's land 

basically extends from this surface of the street all the way to this fence here, and beyond is 

the applicant's private property.  This is the condition in December.  The City is committed to 

make that a better gateway and not allow that level of growth there.  It was becoming 

unsightly, and the property owners were not happy with that.  Mr. Sampson, Mr. Havener, 

and one of our previous Service Directors felt that was not the condition that a piece of our 

property should be maintained.   

Chairman Zollars:  Any other questions or comments? 

Mr. Hicks:  I had one question in regards to the front of the building and the main sign panel.  

In the corner, it calls it out as LED channel mounting to be determined.  Is there any 

clarification on exactly how the sign is lit?  Is it internally illuminated?  Would that just be on 

the white IHOP letters, or in the gaps on either side?   

Unknown Speaker:  From the engineer drawings, it had the IHOP and swoosh below it, but I 

did not see any other parts of it as being illuminated internally with LED's.  I don't know that 

to be true or not. 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hicks and other members of the Board, I am not aware of that.  Based on 

the plan that they submitted, it was not illuminated except for the item.  If you look at the last 

page, or second to last page in that packet, they called out just that smaller area to show that 

is illuminated. 

Mr. Hicks:  So that IHOP, the lettering here, is the lettering from this entire sign panel? 

Mr. Snowden:  That is how I am reading it. 

Mr. Hicks:  I just wanted to be clear so that we are not approving and there is a slight chance 

they just start mounting LED's in all kinds of crazy places. 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hicks, that is a great point.  The idea is, what is signage?  The definition 

of sign in our Zoning Code could include a lot of different things.  What is signage?  They 

are mounting this larger square on this.  The purpose of it is clearly to attract attention, but it 

is also integrated with the architecture of the building.  I am terming the whole thing a sign.  I 

think it is positive that a portion of it is not illuminated because I do not want to see an 
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excessive amount of illuminated sign.  I think it is a good trade off.  Yeah, they are allowed 

to have a big sign, but only a portion of it is internally illuminated, which means you are 

going to see it at night, and the rest of it is architectually integrated with a building that has 

materials that are utilized I other places.  I think that is positive. 

Mr. Hicks:  When I review this, it appears that the dimensions of the IHOP lettering on this 

panel match that of the last page of the packet.  I think when we make our motion that we 

make it conditional that that part of the panel will be illuminated, and only that part.  I just 

want to make sure we are not blindly approving complete illumination that could be seen 

from space, or whatever.   

Chairman Zollars:  Mr. Hicks, do you want to make that motion? 

Mr. Hicks:  I move that we approve the IHOP signage conditionally upon them relocating the 

324 hour sign that is on the gable, as presented onto the main wall sign on the front of the 

building.  Secondly, conditionally upon LED lighting being limited to the channel letters and 

sign as proposed on the last page of their submittal. 

(Vote) 

Mr. Snowden:  Those items are contained on page fourteen, I will provide them in writing.  

You want to submit a zoning sign permit application for all the proposed sign reface.  Staff 

will require two copies of plans to confirm compliance with the approved certificate of 

appropriateness.  Once a zoning sign permit is secured, the applicant will need to contact the 

Building Division to check on that materials change to the gable and whether or not that is 

going to be part of the review, or a separate review, or how that is going to be handled since 

you are changing material and it will be mounted to the surface. 

Chairman Zollars:  Thank you. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Steven Hicks, Board Member 

SECONDER: Tyler Cullinan 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Hicks, Carr, Sampson, Cullinan 

ABSENT: Bowman 

6. 6308 E. Main St.; Application #173300; Applicant:  Richard Bigham; Business:  My 

Car Loans; Signage 

Mr. Snowden:  6308 E. Main Street - My Title Loan - Signage.  Application:  #173300 - 

Certificate of Appropriateness.  Property is located on the north side of E. Main Street, just 

west of Brice Road.  Existing Zoning:  CC - Community Commerce District / CCO - 

Community Commercial Overlay.  Request is for a certificate of appropriateness for signage.  

Current Use:  Administrative/Business Office.  Applicant:  Richard Bigham.  The applicant is 

requesting the Board review and approve a certificate of appropriateness to reface an existing 

internally illuminated, ground mounted cabinet sign.  The site is developed with an existing 

commercial building. Neighboring uses include other commercial businesses in the CC 

district of the City.  To the west, the property abuts a plumbing contractor’s office and mini-

storage facility.  To the north, the property abuts an auto services use.  To the east, the 
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property is adjacent to a gasoline station.  All parcels that front E. Main Street are within the 

Community Commercial Overlay.  This item was referred to the Planning & Zoning Division 

from the Code Compliance Division.  You will probably remember that the applicant came in 

for a wall mounted sign two months ago, and the wall sign was completed and the property 

owner elected to reface the cabinet sign without including that in their original application.  

They certainly could have done that and they just chose not to.  So, we had to circle back 

with them and get them to comply with the process.  I guess the lesson is that it is easier to do 

it all at once and the first time, but here we are.  The applicant is proposing to reface an 

existing 32 SF monument style ground sign.  The proposed sign panel contains three colors 

and is consistent with the colors and style of the tenant’s wall sign.  I recommend that the 

Board should apply the standards for design review and determine if the proposed signage 

enhances the characteristics of the Community Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation 

is it that the Board approve the application for a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  

With that, I will turn it over to our Chairman, and I am here for questions. 

 

Chairman Zollars:  Any questions from the Board? 

 

Mr. Hicks:  Will this be refacing on both sides of that monument sign?  You have duel 

tenants in that facility, is the other half the other tenant, or is it both sides for the one tenant? 

 

Mr. Bigham:  I am Richard Bigham.  I will say he same thing on both sides.  It is a car loan, 

title loan company, that has the name of the company, the function, and the phone number. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hicks, this sign cabinet basically fell off last July or August, and one of 

our Code Compliance Officers at the time, at my request, made contact with the property 

owner to write a violation to remove the sign cabinet from the site, because it is unsafe and 

not attached to the sign, and it is in violation of our code because it is not in good repair.  The 

applicant could have repaired it, but they chose to remove it and put it in storage.  What I am 

guessing probably happened, is that when the new tenant came and mounted their sign, they 

realized they had a monument base and thought they could remount and reface.  So, they did 

go ahead and reface both sides.  Both sides are the same.  If you drive by it o your way out of 

here, you will see it is already done,  So, because of that our Compliance Officer saw that 

and wrote him out to say that he needed to comply with the process for approval. 

 

Chairman Zollars:  I have got a question.  What happens if a dry cleaner want a little piece of 

the action? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  That is a great question, Mr. Zollars.  Ultimately it is the property owner's 

choice how they want to use this signage.  As far as moderating between the two tenants, that 

is not something the City or the Board needs to concern themselves with.  What the Code 

says is that they get one sign per property.  Just because My Title Loans is utilizing this 

entire ground monument style sign, does not mean that $1.99 cleaners is permitted by code to 

put up a new monument sign, and get approval.  This is the sign for this property.  So, if the 

property owner has elected to have one of the tenants utilizing the whole thing, thjat is their 

choice provided it is approved by DRB, and DRB finds that it is consistent with the colors, 

and that it works there and is not bigger than permitted by the Code, and all the normal things 
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that we do. 

 

Chairman Zollars:  Thank you very much.  Any other questions from the Board?  How about 

from the applicant? 

 

(Vote) 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Bigham, we will provide it in writing, but you will need a zoning sign 

permit to officially put this issue to bed.  Once you pull that zoning sign permit, I will inform 

Code Compliance that you are in compliance. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Richard Carr 

SECONDER: Pat Zollars, Chairman 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Hicks, Carr, Sampson, Cullinan 

ABSENT: Bowman 

7. 1468 Brice Rd.; Application #173315; Applicant:  Sign Shop Inc.; Business:  Atrium 

Personnel; Signage 

Mr. Snowden:  1468 Brice Road - Atrium Personnel - Signage.  Application:  #173315 - 

Certificate of Appropriateness.  For the property located on the northeast corner of Brice 

Road and Rygate Drive.  Existing Zoning:  NC - Neighborhood Commerce District / CCO - 

Community Commercial Overlay.  The request is for a certificate of appropriateness for 

signage.  Current Use:  Administrative/Business Office.  Applicant:  Sign Shop Inc., DBA 

Signarama Reynoldsburg, and their information is listed there.  I am going to cut to the chase 

on this.  Some of you will probably notice, one person in particular that made a 

recommendation that some additional graphics should be incorporated on the sign. Since this 

was approved in February, the tenant's corporate office made contact to state they had some 

problems and been through a management change.  I informed them they were operating a 

business without a zoning certificate. We fixed that, which you probably remember from the 

Staff Report last time.  We got the use approved, and our building division checked it out.  

From there, they decided they needed more information on the sign.  I told them that we had 

discussed that at our last Design Review meeting.  The applicant is back to add a little more 

signage, a little more graphics to the same cabinet sign.  Everything else is still going to be 

the same that is required for the sign, even though I am considering this a reface in terms of 

zoning, because the cabinet was already there.  It works better because it feels up the space 

better, it divides the signs into thirds.  It is not adding new color, so basically, I am fine with 

it, it is just funny how it turned out.  The Board should apply the standards for design review 

and determine if the proposed signage enhances the characteristics of the Community 

Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board approve the application for 

a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  I am here to answer any questions. 

 

Chairman Zollars:  Any comments from the Board?  How about from the applicant? 

 

(Vote) 
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Mr. Snowden:  Ok, thank you very much.  To the applicant, the items you will need to 

complete, in order to complete development and review for this, are listed on page twenty.  

You will want a zoning sign permit, for the reface. You will want to submit building signs 

for this showing how the cabinet is going to be remounted to the existing post, and we will 

go from there.  If the design changes again, we will do it again.    

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Richard Hudson 

SECONDER: Steven Hicks, Board Member 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Hicks, Carr, Sampson, Cullinan 

ABSENT: Bowman 

8. 1762 Brice Rd.; Application #173320; Applicant:  Sign Shop Inc.; Business:  New 

Born Ministries; Signage 

Mr. Snowden:  1762 Brice Road - New Born Ministries - Signage.  Application:  #173320 - 

Certificate of Appropriateness.  For the property located on the east side of Brice Road 

between Brice Road and Century City South.  Existing Zoning:  CC - Community Commerce 

District / CCO - Community Commercial Overlay.  The request is for a certificate of 

appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Semi-Public Use.  Applicant:  Sign Shop Inc., 

DBA Signarama Reynoldsburg.  The applicant is requesting the Board review and approve a 

certificate of appropriateness to reface an existing internally illuminated cabinet sign.  The 

sign is an existing non-conforming sign mounted to the soffit of the building.  The site is 

developed with an existing commercial building. Neighboring uses include other commercial 

businesses in the CC district of the City.  There is a retail store, there is a small tax office, 

there is a car wash, on the same site.  To the north, the site is adjacent to a multi-family 

dwelling complex in the AR-3 district of the City.  The applicant is proposing to reface an 

existing 54SF roof mounted cabinet sign.  The proposed sign panel contains three main 

colors and two small logos.  The sign is part of a soffit mounted sign cabinet system that 

extends across the front of the entire building.  Staff recommends the Board apply the 

standards for design review and determine if the proposed signage enhances the 

characteristics of the Community Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation is it that the 

Board approve the application for a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  Let me say 

one caveat to what I just said, I did some research on this property, and it appears to me that 

the semi-public use at this location does not have the required special exception use permit, 

and some of the other things that they need.  Ultimately, this applicant is their sign 

contractor.  We can go through the whole process, but I am not going to issue any zoning 

sign permits until we take care of getting the use actually approved.  Even if the Board 

approves it tonight, it does need to be conditioned.  Those are things that they have to do per 

the Code now.  So, just know that you can approve the signage, but they are going to need to 

work with me, and I will provide that information in writing.  Bill, I think Code Compliance 

went out to issue a notice earlier today, and we can discuss that internally, to get them into 

compliance.  One of the things I have been trying to avoid is issuing signage permits, and 

other permits for folks that don't have their main zoning clearance to even be there.  It has 

happened in the past for various reasons, and we just try to make sure it doesn't.  With that, I 
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will turn it back over to our chair. 

 

Chairman Zollars:  If we do approve it tonight, the applicant, or tenant, do not need to come 

back again? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  They do not need to come back to the Board for signage.  I just wanted the 

Board to understand just because you are saying yeah the signage is ok, doesn't mean that 

they are exempt from all of these other things.  I am going to do those things regardless of 

what is decided here tonight.  I just wanted everybody to know. 

 

Chairman Zollars:   Questions, comments from the Board. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  Is the window sign part of the application that is shown in the window, and is 

that compliant with square footage of window? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  It is not part of the application packet because we don't normally require 

Design Review Board approval for the window signage because it is listed in our code under 

signage not requiring a zoning permit in the first place.  However, based on the size of those 

windows, I am going to go out on a limb and say it is probably above the 25% of the 

individual window frame, or very close to it.   

 

Unknown Speaker:  Also, those are temporary signage.  They do have plus on taking some of 

them down.  Also, if you noticed, they are only using one of the two boxes that encompasses 

their unit.  The empty box to the left, which is like a 32 SF sign, is also this tenants, and they 

are leaving it blank at this time.  So, they are not even touching their total amount.   

 

Mr. Snowden:  To the applicant, just know this about the window signs, it is not required to 

have DRB approval, they get 25% of the window.  So, if what is there, is over 25% of the 

window, then Code Compliance will let them know.  If it is not, then it can stay there. 

 

Unknown Speaker:  They are a huge facility.  They have like 2/3rd's of that. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Even so, it is 25% of the individual window frame.  Just because they have 

additional windows, that don't have any signage, does not mean they get more than 25%.  

Ultimately, the tenant has to be in compliance with the regulation.  That is just a fact. 

 

Chairman Zollars:  Any other questions or comments? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Tim, the items are:  the tenant should contact me to submit a special 

exception use permit application, zoning certificate application and building occupancy 

application before the business begins to operate.  Just stay in touch. 
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RESULT: APPROVED [5 TO 1] 

MOVER: Tyler Cullinan 

SECONDER: Richard Carr 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Hicks, Carr, Cullinan 

NAYS: Sampson 

ABSENT: Bowman 

E. OTHER BUSINESS 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Chairman, may I make one announcement before you adjourn? 

 

Chairman Zollars:  Yes. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Those of you who contacted me about the Shoppes at East Broad trees issue, it is 

a work in progress, and I have met and been in contact via phone with the property owner, and 

we are still working through it.  I just wanted to give the Board and update, and it has not been 

forgotten.   

F. ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

 Chairman      Planning Administrator 
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MINUTES 

 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

THURSDAY, MARCH 3, 2016  6:30 PM 

 

PLACE: COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

7232 E. MAIN ST, REYNOLDSBURG, OH 43068 

City of Reynoldsburg Page 1 Updated 5/12/2016 5:28 PM  

A. CALL TO ORDER 

PRESENT: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Hicks, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

ABSENT:  

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Design Review Board – Regular – February 4, 2016 

Mr. Bowman:  I have one change.  I believe I was the one that nominated Mr. Burd for 

Chairman.  I do not know if that is important, but I feel proud to have done it. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Does anyone else have any changes? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  We just want to approve them as amended. 

 

Chairman Burd:  I will make a motion to approve as amended by Mr. Bowman. 

 

Mr. Zollars:  I will second that. 

 

(Voice vote was unanimous.) 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Agenda stands approved. 

4. SWEARING IN OF SPEAKERS 

Chairman Burd:  If you are here tonight, to speak to an item that is on the Agenda, please 

stand, raise your right hand, and, do you swear or affirm that the testimony that you give to 

the Board tonight will be truthful?  If so, say, "I do." 

 

(Audible "I do's") 

B. PUBLIC COMMENT 

C. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

D. NEW BUSINESS 

1. 8097 E. Broad St.; Application #172886; Applicant Grant Giltz; Shoppes at East 

Broad; Major Site Plan Review - Phase 2 

E.1.b

Packet Pg. 76

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 0

3.
03

.1
6 

D
R

B
 M

ee
ti

n
g

 M
in

u
te

s 
 (

14
31

 :
 T

h
e 

S
h

o
p

p
es

 a
t 

E
as

t 
B

ro
ad

 T
re

e 
Is

su
e)



Minutes Design Review Board March 3, 2016 

City of Reynoldsburg Page 2 Updated 5/12/2016 5:28 PM  

Chairman Burd:  If you are here to speak on this, please come to the podium and give us your 

name for the record. 

 

Mr. Giltz:  Good Evening.  Grant Giltz, 4835 Munson Ave., Canton Ohio 

 

Mr. Snowden: 8173 (8097) East Broad Street - Shoppes at East Broad, Phase II - Major Site 

Plan.  Application: #172886 - Certificate of Appropriateness for the property located 

on the south side of E Broad Street, east of Waggoner Road.  Existing Zoning:  CS - 

Community Services/Limited Overlay.  Request is for certificate of appropriateness for a 

major site plan.  Current Use:  Retail Sales.  Actually, the property is under construction as I 

am sure the applicant can discuss with you.  Applicant:  DN Reynoldsburg LLC.  The 

applicant is requesting a certificate of appropriateness for a major site plan.  The site plan is 

for a proposed commercial shopping center located in CS Community Service District.  

Phase I of the project was approved by the Board in 2015.  The applicant is proposing to 

modify that original site plan to create additional building sites for a second phase.  The site 

consists of an existing 120,000sf commercial building (under construction) with related 

parking improvements and neighboring out lots. Neighboring uses include commercial 

business along the north side of E. Broad Street in the City of Columbus. To the south, the 

property abuts agricultural land in Jefferson Township.  The site was last rezoned in 2006, 

and in conjunction with that process, a limited overlay was placed over the site.  The overlay 

text is on file in the Planning & Zoning Division office.  The applicant was previously 

approved for a major site plan in March of 2015, and is now proposing to revise that site plan 

to add additional in-line tenant spaces.  The applicant is proposing to increase the total 

building area on the 24.94ac site to 200,550sf, which is an increase to 78,650sf from their 

Phase I.  The applicant is proposing to utilize materials that are consistent with the materials 

that were approved in Phase I.  Staff’s only concern is that the amount of painted concrete on 

the Hobby Lobby tenant space is too high.  Staff’s position is that another contrasting 

material is needed to breakup this facade, and we did discuss this with the applicant in the 

pre-application phase.  Parking:  The applicant is proposing 200,550sf of retail space.  The 

limited overlay requires that the applicant provide 1 parking space for every 250sf of retail 

space.  This would require the applicant to have 802 parking spaces on site.  The applicant 

has provided for 928 spaces, so Staff is comfortable that there is adequate parking.  The 

applicant has connected a previously constructed sidewalk along the south side of the main 

entrance drive from Waggoner Road to the front pedestrian area of the development, and that 

was at Staff’s request.  The applicant’s previously approved landscape plan is still in effect.  

The proposed site plan revision reflects an adequate amount of landscape area within the 

additional parking lot area.  The Board should apply the standards for design review and 

determine if the proposed site plan and building improvements enhance the characteristics of 

this commercial corridor. Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board approve the application 

for a certificate of appropriateness on the following condition:  That the applicant revise the 

building rendering to add a contrasting material on the Hobby Lobby that extends at least 10’ 
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from the finished grade.  I think what they are showing there is approximately four feet, so it 

is sort of like a water course.  With that, I will turn it back over to our Chairman. 

Chairman Burd:  Alright, thank you.  Anything you would like to add to that? 

Mr. Giltz:  Sure.  In general, the overall development of the center has expanded, which is 

always a good thing, to show the demand for the retail that we are seeing at the site, which is 

always a good thing.  Our exterior elements of the shopping center is more of a carry forward 

from what we have already been previously approved.  I wish we were two weeks further 

into the project, and you could start seeing some of these elements come to light, and get in 

the center, especially on the TJ Maxx side.  And, as you look at the site, it is TJ Maxx to the 

end of the shopping center.  That is how the development is going to flow.  And so, as we get 

down to the Hobby Lobby side, right before Hobby Lobby, just on the other side of Dollar 

Tree, is where the transition of phase two begins.  So, phase two, again the exterior with the 

stone, the brick, and the earth tone efface and metal, is what we coupling.  It is very hard to 

put this on a banner so everyone can see.  We did put together a larger banner.  I don't know 

what is best for you guys to look at.  But, we have it here for your review. 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Giltz, if you give me a second, I will try to display the electronic version 

that Sara sent to us. 

Mr. Giltz:  Sure.  But, as it pertains to Hobby Lobby, Mr. Snowden brought up Staff's 

recommendations.  Hobby Lobby originally came before us, and the initial presentation did 

not have the columns that you see.  The columns that you see here were originally 

consecrated on Hobby Lobby's prototype plans.  Staff had recommended some form of 

break-up of the wall.  We went back to Hobby Lobby, they agreed to do so.  In this picture, 

since we don't have all of Hobby Lobby's signage, and they will be coming back before you, 

they actually have signs that go in between the panels.  So, it does break up the wall, and it 

fits in between the columns.  It is home decor, crafts, floral, and a few other things.  So, we 

do not have the exact signs to show you, but they will be done for you at a later time.  Our 

goal here is to show you the elements of the building products that we are using that go from 

west of the shopping center, all the way to the building before Dollar Tree, that was already 

previously approved.  With that, I will open it up to questions and comments. 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you for bringing that in, as well as all of the materials.  And 

certainly, if any member of the Board would like to get up and go down and look at the 

materials, you certainly are welcome to before we take a vote. 

Mr. Snowden:  What is on the screen in front of you, is what is in front of them right now. 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you very much.  I will open it up for questions from the Board, if 

there are any. 

Unknown Speaker:  Mr. Chairman, a couple of questions.  The exterior facade, is that the 

sample that you have here?  I was just curious.  I thought it was more of a stucco.   

Unknown Speaker:  Yes, the cement panel will have ultracrete by Sherwin Williams.  So, it 

will give the appearance of a stucco, or efface finish. 

Mr. Giltz:  What it is, is a stamped wall that gets poured and tilted up. 
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Unknown Speaker:  And then painted per your schedule? 

Mr. Giltz:  A lot of times they inject the color into the concrete.   

Unknown Speaker:  Will it have dividing lines like panel squares, so you can see individual 

panels, or will that all be kind of raked smooth like a stucco wall would be? 

Mr. Giltz:  You will see individual parts of it. 

Unknown Speaker:  And those will be 3x3, or how large are these panels? 

Mr. Giltz:  It is the standard size block, so it is a 16 inch block is what it looks like. 

Unknown Speaker:  So we are talking like a split-faced block? 

Mr. Hicks:  If you had any presentation on the landscape plan? 

Mr. Giltz:  The current landscaping plan, is a continuation of the existing landscaping.   

Unknown Speaker:  Is it ok Mr. Hicks if I ask one question regarding the facade. 

Mr. Hicks:  yeah, I wasn't sure how we wanted to handle this, but I some point I did want to 

talk about the landscaping plan. 

Mr. Bowman:  The coloration, is it going to be uniform throughout the transition to Hobby 

Lobby from the rest of the current construction? 

Mr. Giltz:  What we are trying to do, it is the same color.  We are not trying to give you a 

starky one color, and that's it.  We are trying to give you the different elements, this is Hobby 

Lobby, this is Dollar Tree, this is TJ Maxx, this is Sports Authority.  We are trying to give 

their individual identities as well.  Again, we have multiple colors going in there, but all 

within the same color tones. 

Chairman Burd:  Any additional questions about the facade, before we move onto the 

landscape? 

Mr. Hicks:  I have some questions and some comments about the landscaping, and pardon 

me for not knowing all of the history here because I was not here during 2015 when the 

phase one was approved, and I don't know as far as the zoning package, what is approved, if 

landscaping is a part of that or not.  There is a retention pond to the west of your building 

site, and it is not really shown on your landscaping plan, it is shown on other plans, and that 

is another one way entrance, very visible from Waggoner, and your landscaping plan does 

not incorporate that at all.  There is some landscaping over there, but I do not know if that is 

considered finished or if that was finished previously, or if there are any plans for around that 

pond area.  And then, I also had a few comments about the parking lot landscaping.  My 

overall feeling is it is rather light on the trees.  For example, your sort of main dive where 

you are separating this phase one from this phase two, where this drive comes north to south, 

you know you have got four trees on one side and three trees on the other.  So, it is just kind 

of a sprinkling here and there that maybe some additional trees could enhance the site.  And 

then, my third comment would be, and again this is something that maybe I do not know the 

history of, is the buffering between this property and the property to the south, which I 

believe is in the township.  But, I don't know if there is any requirements for buffering, if any 

of the previous phases have had any buffering, if the zoning requires any buffering, if they 
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are just counting on existing buffering, and if so, is existing buffering on each side of the 

property line, or on the township side of that line. 

Mr. Snowden:  Let me jump in here to bring Mr. Hicks up to date.  We are very glad to have 

him on the Design Review Board.  This a project that has been around since 2007, so there is 

definitely some history to it.  The original rezoning text had a fenced or screening 

requirement along the south portion of the property.  The reason for that is because at the 

time the intention was, the City's view was, hey that is probably going to be developed 

someday into single family homes, so there needs to be some screening.  Since then, that area 

was actually put into what is called a farmland preservation, which means that is probably 

going to remain farmland for the foreseeable future if not indefinitely.  So, that is not going 

to be developed.  When the applicant came back last year originally to BZBA and, I can't 

remember if it was Design Review Board, but I feel like Mr. Comeaux was there and he was 

on DRB, but basically both Boards at the time felt that given that information which was a 

change from the original plan, and the fact that the applicant was proposing to maintain the 

existing sorta tree line that is along the bottom, that was sufficient given that requirement, it 

was meeting the intent of the code, and that the trash and load areas were all adequately 

screened along the back, that wan not really an issue.  In addition, Mr. Hicks, just to bring 

you up to date, the area you see along the north side of their main entrance drive is an EPA 

conservation easement that was required because there was originally some wetlands on this 

site, ten or fifteen years ago when development first started to move into the area, and that 

conservation easement was entered into either by Mr. Giltz's organization or a predecessor 

property owner, in order to mitigate those wetlands and allow for a developable site, they did 

some sort of stream corridor preservation.  Although you do not typically see preservation at 

the front of the property, there is a portions that has to be maintained.  The applicant has to 

do some removal and they have removed some dead wood and cleaned up the area, but there 

is a specific corridor easement of conservation that they must maintain, in that area. 

Mr. Glitz:  Mr. Hicks, just to follow up what Mr. Snowden had to say on the conservation 

portion.  On the corner of Waggoner and Broad Street, there is a little stream that runs 

underneath Waggoner, and follows along in front of our property, and then goes underneath 

Broad Street onto the other side.  So, on our side, the EPA had explained to us that if we 

want to do the development that we want to do, mitigate the wetlands that we have on our 

property, they wanted us to preserve as much of the stream as possible.  So, we were 

instructed to maintain a fifty foot buffer of trees, at the corner.  At the stoplight, that is a key 

component for any retail development, especially this end of the development.  And so, to 

your point, the trees on our side, we did comply with Reynoldsburg's requirement for 

landscaping.  It was sort of a hard fought battle with some of the temps that we have on this 

side of the development.  Obviously we started from lows and work down.  There are not as 

many trees and obstructions of view from the view corridors, or from the out lots that are 

already up and existing.  So, when it comes to the furthest part of the western site, we still 

have a challenge with views and corridors, with the trees that the EPA mandated that we 
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keep on our site.  Across the street, they do not have any trees, but we have a substantial 

amount of green space that we are maintaining on the property, and also trying to keep our 

tenants happy because of different views and things they want that are sensitive to them.  

Also, you touched on the pond.  The pond, again, we would love to dress up that pond as 

much s we can.  The EPA is very very sensitive on that pond as to what we can do around 

there.  We have grasses.  We have shrubbery.  We have things to maintain the grounds.  

There comment was, some of those things cause trash and debris to get hung up, and 

ultimately get hung up in the pond.  So, they want it to be natural, but natural enough where 

we can clean it and maintain it, and also do the things we need to do for the EPA 

requirements. 

Mr. Hicks:  I appreciate your explanation and I think that section of trees and conservation 

area really kind of improves the overall view.  I know it blocks your views and that is a hard 

sale to try to get retail in there, but it also adds a lot to the atmosphere and the feeling of that 

area.  I guess specifically regarding the pond, and I understand keeping ponds natural, 

sometimes I think it is kind of silly that we have so many retention, not necessarily in this 

area, but around time there are a lot of retention ponds that are so well neat and kept.  But, I 

guess my comment would be direct to the areas that are finish mode, that are currently 

bordering Waggoner Road where you have a sidewalk.  Area that have already been 

improved that have already been touched.  I guess I don't see why we can's add a half a dozen 

trees or so along that area that could in ten or twenty years also contribute to the atmosphere 

and the environment of the entrance to that shopping center.   

Mr. Glitz:  Mr. Hicks, we would not be opposed to put a few trees along Waggoner, along 

that edge of the pond, on the far west side.  I will say that as the developer, we would not be 

opposed to put a few of those trees there, if we could get something worked out with the 

EPA. 

Mr. Hicks:  I think that would be something that I would be in favor for as far as a 

conditional approval.  Maybe we conditionally approve with maybe a half dozen trees over 

there around that side of the pond.  If the applicant is agreeable to that. 

Mr. Giltz:  I would be concerned if it was a condition of the approval when I don't have 

anything.  

Mr. Hicks:  If it is permissible by the EPA. 

Mr. Glitz:  Fair enough. 

Chairman Burd:  Anyone else have questions or comments?  Mr. Snowden, were you 

satisfied with what was shared about the Hobby Lobby and the contrast? 

Mr. Snowden:  Yes.  I don't want to belabor the point.  When you first look at it, it is quite a 

large area.  I thing the signage will break up the facade, so I do take their point.  I still 

support what I said, but ultimately, the decision is the Board's 

Chairman Burd:  I think we should entertain a motion, and if we are going to request trees, it 

needs to be specified that it is with the EPA approval.  We don't want to put on a requirement 

that they can not ultimately meet. 
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Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Chairman, if I could just interject, whoever makes that motion, I would 

say EPA or other State or County level environmental agencies.  If you want to get into 

environment, there are a bunch of them. 

Chairman Burd:  With that I will entertain a motion. 

Mr. Hicks:  I would like to move to approve the plans as presented with one condition, that 

they add quantity six, two inch caliber shade trees to the western most portion of the site, 

around the retention pond, bordering Waggoner Road, and the entrance off Waggoner Road, 

pending approval from the Ohio EPA or any other State level environmental agency 

permissing the installation of the trees there. 

Mr. Snowden:  Very well, it stands approved.  As you know, I will send a letter stating what 

remains, but it is basically following up from your last BZBA level approval.  In that case 

Sara, I would just state, revise the landscape plan to reflect that.  If there is any push back 

from it, just give me a letter, or email, stating that you can not, from the proper authorities, 

and I will share the result of that with the Board, when their final zoning certificate is 

approved.  

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Steven Hicks, Board Member 

SECONDER: Eliot Bowman 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Hicks, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

2. 8097 E. Broad St.; Application #172830; Applicant:  Melody Ward; Business:  Half 

Priced Books; Signage 

Chairman Burd:  Is the applicant here?  Could we have your name for the record? 

 

Mr. Hartley:  Jim Hartley with Signcom. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you.  Mr. Snowden will give a brief presentation and we will talk 

about the item.     

 

Mr. Snowden:  8097 E. Broad Street - Half-Priced Books - Signage  Application:  #172830 - 

Certificate of Appropriateness, for the property located on south side of E. Broad Street 

between Waggoner Road and Taylor Road.  Existing Zoning:  CS - Community Services 

District.  The request is for a certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Retail 

Sales.  Applicant:  Signcom Inc.  The applicant is requesting the Board review and approve a 

certificate of appropriateness for a new wall mounted sign on the front facade of a 

commercial building that is currently under construction.  The site is developed with an 

existing multi-tenant commercial building and related improvements that are currently under 

construction. The other tenant spaces include retail sales uses.  Neighboring uses include 

other commercial businesses in the CS district, so you have some out lots, you have Lowes, 

there is a bank use.  To the south, the property abuts agricultural land in Jefferson Township.  

The Board and the Board of Zoning and Building Appeals approved the site plan and 
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building architecture for the development in 2015.  In addition to the wall sign, the applicant 

has provided plans proposing to reface two existing multi-tenant ground signs.  The locations 

of these signs were approved in conjunction with a comprehensive sign plan, and the Board 

is technically not required to review face changes in this location.  Essentially, we are doing 

it because they are in front of us, but I wanted everyone to know that it is technically not 

required in this case.  If you want to know why, give yourself an hour and come talk to me.  

The applicant is proposing to install a new 158.28sf wall sign.  The proposed sign consists of 

internally illuminated channel letters mounted to a red aluminum sign board.  The sign does 

not exceed the 160sf of signage permitted by code and was shown on the conceptual building 

renderings when the certificate of appropriateness for the building architecture was approved. 

The proposed wall sign is consistent with the panels proposed for the multi-tenant signs.  One 

thing we like to see is if he signs are internally consistent and are they consistent with one 

another.  In this case, they are.  The Board should apply the standards for design review and 

determine if the proposed signage enhances the characteristics of this commercial corridor. 

Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board approve the application for a certificate of 

appropriateness as submitted.  With that, I will turn it over to our Chairman, and I will be 

happy to answer any questions. 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Snowden.  Mr. Hartley, did you have anything to add to 

that? 

Mr. Hartley:  Staff has done a fine job with their recommendations. 

Chairman Burd:  Very straight forward signage.  I will open it up to questions.  I do not have 

any.  Does anyone else have questions or comments?  Yes, Mr. Hicks. 

Mr. Hicks:  Is the overall scale of the sign compliant with our rules regarding the size of the 

facade? 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hicks, that is a great question.  What the code says, in this location, is 

that they would get two square foot of signage for every on square foot of tenant linear space 

parallel to the street.  So basically, for the front facade, in this case, and the idea is to keep 

signage proportional with the size of the building.  All signs with a setback of eighty linear 

feet or more from the public right-of-way.  As you can see, that is more than eighty feet and 

that is why they are considered a Type B signage.  They are a little bit under what they are 

permitted.  I do not find it to be overwhelming given the size of the fascia.  The fascia was 

well designed.  It was designed with this tenant in mind.  It was designed with some of their 

colors integrated into the building structure.  As far as new signage on a building, it really 

does not get much better than that. 

Mr. Hicks:  I would agree, I think the fascia of the building looks great.  I guess one of my 

pet peeves is if you ever see a center that has a sign that is just a little bit too small, it does 

not do the tenant any favors.  There is one place in retail that you do not want to cheap out on 

and that is your sign.  So, I do not know if there is any possibility of maybe enlarging the 

scale of the sign, proportion to the facade, a little bit. 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hicks, not without a variance, per the code. 
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Mr. Hicks:  So, they are at the max? 

Mr. Snowden:  They are about two square feet under. 

Mr. Hicks:  Then nevermind. 

Mr. Snowden:  The signs for these national retailers come in different scales, so this is 

probably the closest scale that was immediately under the code requirements of our code. 

Mr. Hicks:  Second comment would be on the east pylon of the monument sign that we 

technically don't have authority to tell you what to do, you have the Sports Authority sign on 

one panel, and directly below that panel would be the Half Priced Book panel, and the two 

signs, and the company colors and logos are very similar, an I would recommend that those 

panels not be put right next to each other on the pylon, and separated some, so they do not 

look like they are one pylon sign, but rather separate stores. 

Mr. Snowden:  The good news is that Staff gets to review that, and I will certainly take that 

into consideration. 

Mr. Burd:  Thank you Mr. Hicks.  Other questions?   

(Vote) 

Mr. Snowden:  I always provide a written action notice following all of our meetings.  You 

will need to submit a zoning sign permit application for the proposed sign reface, and for the 

two reface panels.  And definitely, I will take into consideration Mr. Hicks comments, so I 

would suggest that you and the property owner figure out how that multi-tenant sign panels 

are going to be delegated.  You want to show me the exact dimensions of the panels.  You 

did not give that to me, so please do that.  And once that is secured, you want to submit 

building plans for the new sign, secure permits, and complete the required inspections.  Our 

building division number will be listed in the record of action letter. 

E.1.b

Packet Pg. 84

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 0

3.
03

.1
6 

D
R

B
 M

ee
ti

n
g

 M
in

u
te

s 
 (

14
31

 :
 T

h
e 

S
h

o
p

p
es

 a
t 

E
as

t 
B

ro
ad

 T
re

e 
Is

su
e)



Minutes Design Review Board March 3, 2016 

City of Reynoldsburg Page 10 Updated 5/12/2016 5:28 PM  

 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Pat Zollars 

SECONDER: Tyler Cullinan 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Hicks, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

3. 6573 E. Livingston Ave.; Application #172840; Applicant:  Signs Up, LLC; 

Business:  Nails by Ali; Signage 

Chairman Burd:  Sir, May I get your name for the record? 

 

Mr. Turell:  Lawrence Turell 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you for being here.   

 

Mr. Snowden:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  6573 E. Livingston Ave. - Nails by Ali - Signage  

Application:  #172840 - Certificate of Appropriateness.  Location:  Property is located on 

south side of Livingston Ave between Baldwin Road and Briceton Drive.  Existing Zoning:  

CC - Community Commerce District / CCO - Community Commercial Overlay  The request 

is for a certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Retail Sales.  Applicant:  

Sign Up LLC/Signsmith.  The applicant is requesting the Board review and approve a 

certificate of appropriateness to reface an existing internally illuminated cabinet sign.  

Existing Site & Context  The site is developed with an existing multi-tenant commercial 

building. The other tenant spaces include retail sales and office uses, as well as a childcare 

center.  Neighboring uses include other commercial businesses in the CC district of the City.  

To the south and east, the property abuts multi-family dwellings in the AR-1 and AR-2 

districts.   

The applicant is proposing to reface an existing 48sf wall mounted sign.  The proposed sign 

panel contains one logo and three colors.  The proposed white background matches the 

majority of signage on site. The existing sign cabinet is black and matches the other existing 

wall mounted sign cabinets.  The applicant should clarify the proposed material for the sign 

panel. This is something we like to know.  The Board should apply the standards for design 

review and determine if the proposed signage enhances the characteristics of the Community 

Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board approve the application for 

a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  With that, I will turn it back over to our 

Chairman. 

 

Chairman Burd.  Thank you.  Mr. Turell, do you have anything to add to his presentation? 

 

Mr. Turell:  No, not really.  It is a typical sign. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Do you know what the material is for the sign? 

 

Mr. Turell:  Lexan 

 

Chairman Burd:  Alright, good deal. 
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Mr. Snowden:  This is the tenant space here.  It kind of faces Baldwin, even though it has a 

Livingston mailing address. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Any questions?   

 

(Vote)  

 

Mr. Snowden:  It is nice to see tenant spaces in this center getting leased.  Anyone that is 

familiar with it knows that it has had some challenges.  Sir, I will provide a record of action.  

The applicant should submit a zoning sign permit application for the proposed sign reface.  

Staff will require two copies of plans to confirm compliance with the approved certificate of 

appropriateness.  If you would write on there, "this is Lexan", that would be great.  Thank 

you very much. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Richard Hudson 

SECONDER: Pat Zollars 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Hicks, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

4. 8231 E. Broad St.; Application #172870; Applicant:  Anchor Sign Inc. - Amy 

Thomas; Business:  Dollar Tree; Signage 

Chairman Burd:  Is there someone here to speak to this item?  No?  Okay, Mr. Snowden, I 

will let you give the presentation, and then we will discuss it. 

Mr. Snowden:  Well gentlemen, we are back to the Shoppes at East Broad.  As you can see, 

this is typical, we have tenants getting on line, their sign contractors are getting signage 

approved.  8231 E. Broad Street - Dollar Tree - Signage  Application:  #172870 - Certificate 

of Appropriateness for the property located on the south side of E. Broad Street between 

Waggoner Road and Taylor Road.  Existing Zoning:  CS - Community Services District.  

The request is for a certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Retail Sales  

Applicant:  Signcom Inc.  The applicant is requesting the Board review and approve a 

certificate of appropriateness for a new wall mounted sign on the front facade of a 

commercial building that is currently under construction.  Existing Site & Context  The site is 

developed with an existing multi-tenant commercial building and related improvements that 

are currently under construction. The other tenant spaces include retail sales uses.  

Neighboring uses include other commercial businesses in the CS district of the City.  To the 

south, the property abuts agricultural land in Jefferson Township.  The locations of these 

signs were approved in conjunction with a comprehensive sign plan, and the Board is not 

required to review face changes in this location.  Staff would like to clarify that the color 

change to the EIFS on the building fascia and the green material on the building’s cornice 

were, one, not included on any previous certificate of appropriateness application, and two, 

not shown on any of the building renderings for any of the Shoppes at East Broad.  It is not 

unusual for a sign company to do some branding.  It would just be a matter of them following 

E.1.b

Packet Pg. 86

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 0

3.
03

.1
6 

D
R

B
 M

ee
ti

n
g

 M
in

u
te

s 
 (

14
31

 :
 T

h
e 

S
h

o
p

p
es

 a
t 

E
as

t 
B

ro
ad

 T
re

e 
Is

su
e)



Minutes Design Review Board March 3, 2016 

City of Reynoldsburg Page 12 Updated 5/12/2016 5:28 PM  

the procedures.  We will discuss that with them and if they need to come back and get that 

approved, we will deal with that when it comes.  I wanted the Board to be clear we are 

approving the signage.  The applicant is proposing to install a new 129.06 sf wall sign.  The 

proposed sign consists of internally illuminated channel letters with green face panels 

mounted to a raceway.  The sign does not exceed the 140 sf of signage permitted by Code 

and was shown on the conceptual building renderings when the certificate of appropriateness 

for the building architecture was approved. The sign assembly extends 12” from the building 

facade, which is the maximum distance permitted by code.  The proposed wall sign is 

consistent with the panels proposed for the multi-tenant signs.  Again, I think it is pretty 

similar to the Half Priced Books signage that we saw.  The fascia was designed for this 

applicant.  I think Mr. Hicks' question was great, it is based on the linear length of their 

facade.  With that, the Board should apply the Standards of Design Review and determine if 

he proposed signage enhances the characteristics of this commercial corridor.  Staff's 

recommendation is that the Board Approve the application for a certificate of appropriateness 

as submitted. 

Chairman Burd:  I do not have any comments or questions.  Would any member of the Board 

like to ask a question of Mr. Snowden?  Seeing none, I understand Eric that you will reach 

out to the applicant about the items you spoke about? 

Mr. Snowden:  I just wanted them to be clear if they were present here.  And, I didn't want 

any future confusion.  We will reach out to them. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Pat Zollars 

SECONDER: Tyler Cullinan 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Hicks, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

5. 6324 E. Livingston Ave.; Application #172887; Applicant:  Moussa Alsharaqa; 

Business:  Diva's Hair & Beauty Supply; Signage 

Chairman Burd:  Are you here for this item Sir?  If you could come to the podium and give 

us your name for the record. 

 

Mr. Myers:  My name is Andrew Myers and I am here to represent Diva's. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Myers.  Mr. Snowden, if you are ready to give us the 

presentation... 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  6324 E. Livingston Ave. - Diva’s Hair and Beauty 

Supply - Signage  Application:  #172887 - Certificate of Appropriateness.  The property is 

located on the north side of E. Livingston Avenue between Brice Road and Steckel Road.  

Existing Zoning:  CC - Community Commerce District / CCO - Community Commercial 

Overlay.  Request is for a certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Retail 

Sales.  Applicant:  Moussa Alsharaqa  The applicant is requesting the Board review and 

approve a certificate of appropriateness to install a new wall mounted channel letter sign.  
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The site is developed with an existing multi-tenant commercial building. The other tenant 

spaces include retail sales uses and a charitable bingo game use.  Neighboring uses include 

other commercial businesses in the CC district of the City.  To the north, the property abuts 

multi-family dwellings in the AR-3 district.  That would be the Century City apartment 

complex to the north.  The applicant is proposing to install a 56sf internally illuminated 

channel letter sign.  The proposed sign contains two colors.  Staff has calculated that the 

applicant is entitled to 64sf of signage per the Code.  The proposed sign style is consistent 

with the requirements of the Community Commercial Overlay for new signage. The 

applicant’s plans did not provide any information regarding materials, or information about 

the letter return colors or dimensions.  A lot of times, the applicants don't do that.  I don't feel 

the need to make that a specific condition, but it is something they should include on their 

plans when they submit for the zoning sign permit.  What colors are those letter returns, and 

what the distance is?  Just so I can confirm that they meet code.  The Board should apply the 

standards for design review and determine if the proposed signage enhances the 

characteristics of the Community Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation is it that the 

Board approve the application for a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.   

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Snowden.  Mr. Myers, did you have anything to add? 

 

Mr. Myers:  Just one question.  We did submit an actual rendering of the actual signage. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  They received it, Sir.  Mr. Myers, what I was commenting on was, the Code 

actually has a requirement of how far letters can extend from its 12".  You did not necessarily 

state what the colors would be.  It looked like it could be black.  You can verbally state that 

in a statement, on a revised plan, when you submit for the Zoning Certificate.  I am just 

trying to confer that it meets code, and that we have it documented.  The sign overall is 

meeting our design requirements and code, and that is why I am not overly concerned. 

 

Mr. Myers:  Ok.  So that can be stated as we are applying for the Zoning Sign Permit? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  It is procedural, rather than stylistic, Members of the Board.  That is why I am 

not asking for a condition. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Mr. Myers did you have anything to add about the sign?  Ok.  Questions or 

comments from the Board? 

 

Mr. Hudson:  I thought maybe the "Diva's" was very small, and it seems it should be larger in 

case I was looking for it if I was driving down the street.  That is just a comment.  It is not 

something that you would have to do.  I just thought it looked very small. 

 

Mr. Myers:  I would agree with that, and let me explain.  My client is not from Columbus, 

from the west coast and the east coast, New Jersey and New York area.  They promote what 

the store is before they promote whose store it is.  So, if it is going to be Chinese food, that is 

what they promote.  That is what he is accustomed to, and that is what he insisted on, 

although I did try to get him to emphasize the name of the business a little larger.  I guess I 

kind of understood his point, in an area that is so overwhelmed in population, like New York, 

E.1.b

Packet Pg. 88

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 0

3.
03

.1
6 

D
R

B
 M

ee
ti

n
g

 M
in

u
te

s 
 (

14
31

 :
 T

h
e 

S
h

o
p

p
es

 a
t 

E
as

t 
B

ro
ad

 T
re

e 
Is

su
e)



Minutes Design Review Board March 3, 2016 

City of Reynoldsburg Page 14 Updated 5/12/2016 5:28 PM  

nobody cares that it is Diva's, they just care that it is a beauty supplier.  That is why it is done 

that way. 

 

Mr. Hudson:  That explains it.  I understand. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  There are also places where local or state regulations require something like 

"LLC" to be placed on signage. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Any other questions?  Seeing none, would anyone like to entertain a 

motion? 

 

(Vote)  

 

Mr. Snowden:  Very well, your sign is approved.  I will send a letter of action out and you 

are going to want to submit for a zoning sign and revise your plans, as we discussed.  Once 

you make that application, you can also submit building plans and secure permits for the new 

sign.  They will need to be engineered stamped plans for the new sign.  That will probably 

take two to three weeks for that to go out for plan review. 

 

Mr. Hudson:  Thank you. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Have a great evening. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Steven Hicks, Board Member 

SECONDER: Richard Hudson 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Hicks, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

6. 1749 Brice Rd.; Application #172888; Applicant:  Sign Shop Inc.; Business:  Miss 

Chrissy's Plus Size; Signage 

Chairman Burd:  Can we get your name for the record? 

 

Mr. Masters:  Timothy Masters 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Masters.  And Mr. Snowden, whenever you are ready. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  1749 Brice Road - Chrissy’s Plus-Sized 

Consignment - Signage  Application:  #172888 - Certificate of Appropriateness.  Property is 

located on the west side of Brice Road between Astor Avenue and Radekin Road.  Existing 

Zoning:  CC - Community Commerce District / CCO - Community Commercial Overlay 

Request:  Request is for a certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current Use:  Retail 

Sales.  Applicant:  Sign Shop Inc/Signarama Reynoldsburg    The applicant is requesting the 

Board review and approve a certificate of appropriateness to reface an existing internally 

illuminated stencil-style cabinet sign system.  The site is developed with an existing multi-
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tenant commercial building. The other tenant spaces include retail sales and office uses, as 

well as a childcare center.  Neighboring uses include other commercial businesses in the CC 

district of the City.  To the west, the property abuts single family dwellings in the City of 

Columbus.  The applicant is proposing to reface and existing 27.96 sf wall mounted sign.  

The proposed sign consists of a stenciled aluminum sign face with a board that allows light to 

pass through and the letters to appear illuminated. A blue graphic will be applied on the 

letters. The sign as proposed is consistent with the aluminum sign cabinet system that 

extends around the entire front façade of the shopping center.  The applicant did not provide 

information regarding the sign materials, again it is procedural.  I would just suggest that you 

state that on your plans from now own because technically it is relevant to the Code from 

time to time.  Gentlemen, you may recall that there was an applicant that made an application 

to reface this and the Board turned it down due to information not being provided properly 

and the applicant did not attend the meeting.  Since then, that tenant has left and a new 

clothing shop tenant has gone through the approvals process to open and now they are getting 

their signage.  The nice part about it is it is consistent with the entire sign system on the 

building.   

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Snowden.  Mr. Masters, do you have anything to add. 

 

Mr. Masters:  No, it is going to be aluminum face with plexiglass backing.  We have made 

several signs for this center in the past so we know exactly what is going to match. 

 

Chairman Burd:  It looks very nice.  I do not have any questions.  Any questions from 

Members of the Board? 

 

Mr. Bowman:  So I am seeing this in my mind right, when it is illuminated, the letters look 

illuminated? 

 

Mr. Masters:  Correct.  The aluminum blocks all the light, so basically it looks like a channel 

letter at night.  So, only the letters are illuminated.  Again, as the previous guy stated, we put 

"Miss Chrissy's" small, with "Consignment Shop" because that is the most important part.  

We could care less what her name is.  She liked that idea as well. 

 

Mr. Bowman:  Would Miss Chrissy agree with that. 

 

Mr. Masters:  Miss Chrissy completely agreed with that.  She has had a successful business 

on the west side of Columbus for years.  I think she is just moving east because she got 

caught up in the casino area.  This should be a business that is here for many years to come.  

I have been shopping her shop for ten years on the west side. 

 

Mr. Bowman:  Just a question for curiosity.  Thank you very much for answering that. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Any other questions of comments?  

 

(Vote)  
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Mr. Snowden:  I think Signarama Reynoldsburg knows the drill better than anyone but you 

are going to want to submit for a zoning sign permit.  Bring me two copies of the plan 

showing compliance with this approval, and like I said, you are probably going to want to 

make a note of what the materials are.  We will send you a written notice of that as well. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Tyler Cullinan 

SECONDER: Eliot Bowman 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Hicks, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

7. 1468 Brice Rd.; Application #172890; Applicant:  Sign Shop Inc.; Business:  Atrium 

Personnel; Signage 

Chairman Burd:  Mr. Snowden, would you give the presentation? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  you can see that Signarama applied for two clients at the same time.  1468 

Brice Road - Atrium Personnel - Signage  Application:  #172890 - Certificate of 

Appropriateness.  The property is located on the northeast corner of Brice Road and Rygate 

Drive.  Existing Zoning:  NC - Neighborhood Commerce District / CCO - Community 

Commercial Overlay.  The request for certificate of appropriateness for signage.  Current 

Use:  Vacant (Proposed: Business Office).  Applicant:  Signarama of Gahanna  The applicant 

is requesting the Board review and approve a certificate of appropriateness to install a new 

cabinet style ground sign on an existing non-conform ground sign assembly.  Existing Site & 

Context  The site is developed with an existing commercial building with two tenant spaces. 

The other tenant space is a barber shop/personal services use.  Neighboring uses include 

other commercial businesses in the NC district of the City.  To the east, the property abuts 

single family dwellings in the R-3 district.  Administrative - This is a rear case where I think 

building and zoning are going to be at odds with one another.  For building purposes, our 

Chief Building Official is going to require a building permit because this portion of the sign 

was in such poor repair that the applicant actually took it down.  Correct? 

 

Mr. Masters:  To have it repaired at our shop.  So, within our facility, we just removed it to 

repair it so that we could put the exact sign back up. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  We will discuss the details, but it is actually going to be a reface.  What you 

have here is a non-conforming sign that has been maintained.  It was previously  removed to 

comply with an order for repairs issued by the Code Compliance Division.  Because of this, 

staff is classifying this a sign reface for the purposes of zoning review, but a building permit 

will be required, I can discuss that with you and our Building Official next week.  The 

applicant to install a 24sf panel on an existing non-conforming ground sign.  The proposed 

sign consists of two separate sign panels, each are approximately equal in size, which means 

the entire sign is no larger than 50sf. That would be permitted by code, when the sign was 

built.  In style, this sign would not meet the requirements of the Community Commercial 

Overlay today.  But, when it was built, it did meet the Code requirements.  The sign is a Type 

A ground sign per the Zoning Code, and 50sf is maximum size.  The proposed sign face 

panel has white background and contains 3 colors.  Staff’s position is that the proposed sign 

face is in harmony with the existing face and the colors of the sign support structure. The 
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applicant did not provide any information about the sign materials.  The Board should apply 

the standards for design review and determine if the proposed signage enhances the 

characteristics of the Community Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation is it that the 

Board approve the application for a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  With that, I 

will turn it over to our Chairman. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Snowden.  Mr. Masters, do you have anything to add? 

 

Mr. Masters:  No. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  Chairman, I have one question.  Looking at the actual sign panel.  There is a lot 

of blank space above and below the sign.  Is there some way to reorganize or change the 

actual log or some of the graphics, or the lettering, in order to better fit the size of the actual 

sign? 

 

Mr. Masters:  Atrium Personnel is a national brand.  This is the only logo that they are 

permitted by corporate to use.  I even discussed with the customer of putting a few bullet 

points of types of individuals they are looking for, phone number, anything, and they said 

that according to their corporate by-laws, the logo is the only thing permitted on the sign.  I 

did the best I could with what I had.  

 

Chairman Burd: Mr. Hicks, any other questions?  Does anyone else have other questions. If 

they wanted to add more, we could encourage that, but if this is what they are stuck with, I 

think that is fine.  I think it is a nice looking sign, and it is definitely an upgrade.  I 

understand that national brands like to keep their brand. 

 

(Vote)     

 

Mr. Snowden:  The application is approved.  I will send out the written notice.  You want to 

get a building sign permit.  We have a new Chief Building Official that will be with us on 

Monday.  Because this cabinet has been down, it is going to have to be remounted.  He may 

require a building permit for that.  It ultimately is going to be up to him.  Once you get 

organized, come in and chat with us and we will figure out the game plan.  Thanks Mr. 

Masters. 

RESULT: APPROVED [6 TO 1] 

MOVER: Richard Hudson 

SECONDER: Pat Zollars 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

NAYS: Hicks 

8. 7643 E. Main St.; Application #172892; Applicant:  Randy Hering; Business:  

Densie Hering, DDS LLC; Historic District 

Chairman Burd:  Can we get your name Sir, for the record? 

 

Mr. Hering:  My name is Randy Hering. 

E.1.b

Packet Pg. 92

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 0

3.
03

.1
6 

D
R

B
 M

ee
ti

n
g

 M
in

u
te

s 
 (

14
31

 :
 T

h
e 

S
h

o
p

p
es

 a
t 

E
as

t 
B

ro
ad

 T
re

e 
Is

su
e)



Minutes Design Review Board March 3, 2016 

City of Reynoldsburg Page 18 Updated 5/12/2016 5:28 PM  

 

Chairman Burd:  Mr. Snowden, would you give your report? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  7643 E. Main St - Exterior Modifications - Hering 

DDS LLC  Application:  #172892 - Certificate of Appropriateness.  Location:  Property is 

located on south side of E. Main St just east of Waggoner/Graham Road.  Existing Zoning:  

CC - Community Commerce / HCO - Historic Commercial Overlay.  The request for the 

Board to issue a certificate of appropriateness for exterior modifications.  Current Use:  

Business Office - Dentist  Applicant:  Randy Hering, who is with us this evening.  The 

applicant is requesting the Board review and approve a certificate of appropriateness to make 

a building addition to an existing commercial building in the historic district  The site 

contains a small commercial office building that was originally constructed as a single family 

dwelling. The proposed addition will be within an existing porch area at the front of the 

building. Neighboring uses include other commercial business also within the historic 

district.  The lot immediately to the east contains a single family dwelling, which is a non-

conforming use.  To the south, the property abuts single family homes in the R-3 district.  

The applicant is proposing to an addition within an existing front porch that is approximately 

200 sf in area.  Although this was the original entrance to the home, the area is no longer 

used for customer access. The applicant is proposing to maintain an 18” area at the front of 

the porch and the original handrail assembly in order to maintain the look of the original 

front porch.  Materials - The current building is clad clapboard siding and wood trim which 

will be extended to this addition.  The applicant is proposing to reuse the existing window 

and use a door that matches the characteristics of the existing door. You can clarify this Mr. 

Hering, the applicant is not proposing to maintain the existing screen door.  Staff's 

recommendation is that the Board should apply the standards for design review and 

determine if the propose exterior modifications enhances and protects the characteristics of 

the Historic District. Staff’s recommendation is it that the Board approve the application for a 

certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  This is a case where you have a single family 

dwelling that is now on a main street.  It has been zoned commercial since approximately 

1955.  And, finding ways to have it continue to be a viable small office use, while still 

maintaining the look that we mean in the Historic District is a challenge.  We have not seen 

porch additions like this in Reynoldsburg before, but I can tell you that there are places that it 

has been done and it can be effective if it is done properly, to maintain the look while still 

allowing that to be additional usable space.  The good news is the applicant is proposing to 

reuse materials and extend materials, and that is the most positive thin in my opinion.  With 

that, I will turn it over to our chair. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Snowden.  Mr. Hering, did you have anything that you 

would like to say or add? 

 

Mr. Hering:  Yes, there is a note here about reusing the existing window, that is not what we 

were planning.  We are planning on using a similar shape.  But, because of the shape of it, 

the existing window goes below where the railing is, and we did not want to put a window 

directly in front of the railing.  It is also hard to reuse an eighty year old window. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  I should have clarified and said a window in an extremely similar style, based 
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on your drawing. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Did you have anything else you would like to add?  I will open this up to 

questions and comments from the Board. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  I have a few questions.  The exterior materials of your new walls that you are 

building here, you are proposing siding to match the house?  What is the intended use of this 

additional couple hundred square foot? 

 

Mr. Hering:  We are trying to add enough space for another dentist.  It will kinda be an office 

space for the dentist.  We are going to do a remodel inside, move walls around and things.  

So we needed a little more space to make it work.  The easiest that we could see within the 

concept of the building to come up with that extra space. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  Is there any additional space on facades of the home that are not as visible from 

the street, that you could add additional space to instead of building out on the porch. 

 

Mr. Hering:  The only other option is to build a addition coming out of the center of the 

building coming into the side lot lawn.  We thought that would be less attractive on the 

overall concept. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hicks, one of the challenges that you really would have with a side 

addition...  Mr. Hering, you have had a rear addition at one point, correct?  And that was a 

situation where the DRB at the time required this sort of gabled roof look to be extended into 

the addition.  The challenge you are going to have there is extending that gabled roof because 

it truncates at that wall because it is steeply gabled.  You would have a small area with a very 

tight gable.  That is where he would run into challenges to do something like that. 

 

Mr.  Hicks:  One of my comments would be that generally historic areas have front porches.  

Historic homes have front porches.  And, a front porch is definitely within the character of 

this area, and I think it is very important that we work as hard as we can to try to maintain 

that character of the area.  We do not build houses with front porches anymore.  You have 

two feet of space to put a decorative bench and that is generally good enough for most people 

anymore.  I think preserving front porches in a historic area should be a great importance.  I 

would not be opposed to building out some usable space on the front porch if there was a 

way that we could perhaps build out on the front porch that would be more historically 

accurate, with maybe more windows, maybe a three seasons kind of look.  I know that there 

was a lot of porches that have been build out on older homes, in which it is more windows, 

that may you could do something that you would have privacy for an office, but also 

maintain the exterior facade that it is still a porch, and not just more vinyl siding, going down 

Main St. 

 

Mr. Hering:  The real problem with that is that the sound from the road, as people accelerate 

up that hill, is so loud today that it is actually irritating inside the building.  If we are ten feet 

closer, it would be almost unusable with that much window space.  I was planning on doing a 

sound deadening wall design, and if we put all windows up, it would be unusable as an office 
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space.  So, we are kind of stuck between the terrible road noise.  So that is where we were 

with enclosing it with a  three season look. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  I think that is a really great observation, Mr. Hicks. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  Thank you.  I guess my final comment or question or statement would be that I 

would not be in favor of a building out on the porch.  I foresee some building code issues that 

obviously are not really in our frame of footers and insulation, and all of that.  Trying to do a 

porch, that is not built for a structure.  I am not in favor of building out onto a porch unless it 

was done, especially one this visible in the downtown historic area, unless it is done in a way 

that still maintains a real porch look, and is historically accurate for the building in the area.  

Those are just my comments. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Any additional comments or questions for the applicant or for Mr. 

Snowden. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  I think they are all great observations.  So everyone understands Staff's view, 

Staff's goal, in a lot of cases, is to try to find a compromise that allows the applicant to do 

and still maintain some of the items.  I think Mr. Hicks comments are very good.  Ultimately, 

the reason why a lot of these items come to Design Review Board, and this is a great 

teachable moment for the Board, because there are different opinion, and the Board has to 

collectively make a decision.  In this case, my feeling is that building into porches, or 

glassing them in, is something that is not really consistent with our Historic District.  There 

are multiple ways to do it.  In this case, I do not have another solution that allows this 

applicant to move forward with a project.  This is probably a lesser of two evils.  Otherwise 

you are looking at a building side addition and I feel that is even more disjoining within the 

historic characteristics of the site. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Snowden.  We have heard a lot about the road noise from 

other businesses along that area, so I certainly know where you are coming from. 

 

Mr. Hering:  From the gas station, or the strip mall? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  So the Board has a great idea, this Board was founded because of the issues 

that were happening back in Reynoldsburg back in 1994.  1996, they put in some of the first 

regulations within the Historic District.  And frankly, Reynoldsburg was sort of late into the 

game.  Although a rather large historic District, it has taken a lot of abuse from suburban 

development working its way in.  For example, here you have this historic home, here you 

have a sixty foot setback small shopping building over here.  Our fabric of Reynoldsburg has 

been damaged a little bit further, and that is why it is sometimes hard to come to these 

decisions. 

 

Mr. Cullinan:  With the points that Mr. Hicks brought up, the railing along the front of the 

building, would it go along with what you were saying if the railing was wrapped around to 

give that idea from the side of the building, that there was still a porch, even though you 

know there is the siding up against it?  Like a false railing, or something. 
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Mr. Hicks:  I think that maintaining the railing, the woodwork, the columns, the handrail 

going up the steps, if all those elements could be maintained, and then you build within a 

smaller, you have the 18" setback from the front, if you did the same thing on the three sides, 

maybe not even 18, and then chose some different material other than vinyl lap siding, in 

order to offset it, you know they make cemented spore that would also help you with your 

sound deadening, almost in a board and batton, you know some type of other material, so that 

it doesn't just look like the front of the house just magically grew and it is sticking out there. 

 

Mr. Hering:  We have thought about that.  I have talked to a few people, and the difference 

between making it look like a flat white surface, versus making it, it is so far back from the 

street anyway.  The top of the porch is eight feet above the sidewalk.  It is a trade off between 

putting the siding on there so that it almost looks like the porch is there, versus making it a 

flat white cement board surface of some sort that looks completely out of character with the 

rest of the building.  I think the siding makes it disappear more by making it blend in.  I have 

seen porches that are just a flat surface, and even if it has bead board or something. 

 

Mr. Bowman:  So there would be 18" between that front railing and the addition? 

 

Mr. Hering:  It is actually the front of the railing.  It would be just enough to make it 

visually... 

 

Mr. Bowman:  Not enough to put a rocking chair on there to give it a little bit more 

character? 

 

Mr. Hering:  No rocking chairs.  That puts me down to a little over a seven foot wide room. 

 

Mr. Bowman:  I am just thinking of ways, if you have the addition, to still give the porch a 

look like it is being used, as a compromise, where Mr. Hicks' point is, and still letting you 

build your addition and run your business, while also trying to maintain that historical 

overlay. 

 

Mr. Hering:  We bought the building almost years ago or so.  We had this concept that it 

would be really nice to sit on the front porch after work and sit and relax, but with the noise, 

and the amazing amount of dirt that comes in from the street also, that porch is filthy all the 

time.  That was our idea. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Bowman, to address all the questions and be clear, the applicant on the 

front is proposing an 18" setback between the new proposed wall and the existing railing.  I 

think Mr. Hicks' point, if I can summarize properly is that he feels that should be on the other 

side.  If I misspoke, but I think Tyler's point was that you could also do that on one or both of 

the other sides.  I think that is a good idea.  If the Board felt that would be an improvement, 

my suggestion would be to give them a range.  So say, between 18 ft and 12" or something.  

Give him some sort of range on that side so we do not commit him to one specific number in 

case he needs to do that, but that seems to be addressing portion... 
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Unknown speaker:  My recommendation, if I could make just one note here, that the 18" 

distance is not necessarily the critical item here.  But, that the current wood trim facade 

railings, columns, are all maintained.  And that, whatever structure you build is up to those 

items, and not removing those items.  And that, whatever wall structure that you do build has 

some kind of facade that appears to be a screened in porch, because I think it would blend in 

better, rather than the vinyl lap siding. 

 

Mr. Hering:  We can not go ahead with the expansion if we have to put in windows or 

screens because it would be unusable.  I could not do that.  That would be a waste.  I can 

certainly put the railings on the side. 

 

Unkown speaker:  That is what my point was. 

 

Mr. Hering:  That was one of my original designs, and one of my architect friends said, "No, 

you want to make it that way." 

 

Mr. Snowden:  My recommendation to all the Board Members would be, whoever decides to 

make the motion write down what you would be proposing so that Staff can make sure that 

the plans are revised.  I think they are all great observations. 

 

Chairman Burd:  They are all great observations.  I also think we have to rely on the business 

owner's logistical expertise of this particular building as well.  If there is a motion made that 

is over restrictive on what he can do, I will oppose it.  I think we have to be careful not to put 

something out there that is going to be very hard for him to meet.  Or, as he just said, be 

unusable, and that would be a waste of his time and ours.  I would open the floor to a motion, 

but I think we should be careful as to what types of requirements we are putting on it.  We 

can have more discussion if you would like, but I would be careful not to back him into a 

corner with the motion. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  You could have more discussion on each motion as we make it. 

 

Chairman Burd:  We could entertain a motion, if there is more discussion, that is fine too. 

 

Mr. Zollars:  I make a motion to approve as presented unless there is further discussion. 

 

Chairman Burd:  So, before I ask for a second, would anyone else like to propose anything 

different? 

 

Mr. Hudson:  I will second. 

 

Chairman Burd:  We have a motion and a second.  Mr. Snowden, if you would take the role 

please. 

 

Can we have one brief, procedurally, for a second, and then discussion.  I want to make one 

point.  I appreciate you bringing this issue up, and I respect the applicant.  Thank you for 

bringing this.  I just want to make one point.  This is the Historic District.  It is a front porch.  
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Its current use, and the look of it, fits the character of the area already.  And, once this front 

porch is changed, and no longer is turned into a front porch, despite the applicant's 

assurances they are sensitive to the issue and are trying to maintain its character, it won't be a 

front porch anymore, and it will be one last that this community will have, and that's it, 

nobody else is building any new ones anywhere else.  So, I will vote no on the motion, and I 

will encourage other members to vote no, as they may.  Thank you. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you.  Mr. Snowden.   

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Chairman, before I call the roll, this is a good time for us to get in this 

habit.  Anyone voting mo, you want to state either the Code section you are basing that on, if 

any.  Or, make a general statement, for example, this is changing the unique characteristics of 

this district, or this is not consistent with the characteristics of the Historic district.  It is best 

to say that immediately after you cast your vote.  In the event that an application were to be 

denied, it would be appealed to City Council and then could be appealed on through the court 

system, and all that.  So, we want to have record to present at further meetings.  That is just a 

good habit.  If you have any questions about that, feel free to let me know. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  Is this like an original intent? 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Exactly.  It is a "why are you being denied" type of thing.  So, for example 

Mr. Hicks, in your case you just stated it very well.  You would say, "I feel this changes the 

historic character of this area, and I vote no."  With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will 

call the role.  Mr. Bowman. 

 

Mr. Bowman:  I am going to vote yes because I do believe that you are maintaining, even 

though it is not a functioning porch, I believe your right to run a business, while still 

following the laws, is important.  I think it is great that you are trying to expand and bring 

another dentist in, and I believe you have a right and do not want to impede that. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Carr. 

 

Mr. Carr:  Yes. 

 

Mr Snowden:  Mr. Cullinan. 

 

Mr. Cullinan:  Yes. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hicks. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  No, because I do not believe it fits with the general character of the Historic 

District. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hudson. 

 

Mr. Hudson:  I vote yes, and I think there have been so many changes to the Historic District 
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that I really believe this works very well. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Zollars. 

 

Mr. Zollars:  Yes. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Burd. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Yes. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Hering, I will provide a written record of action.  You should apply for a 

zoning certificate.  Staff will require two sets of drawings showing compliance with the 

certificate of appropriateness.  And then you will need to contact the Building Division at 

614-322-6802 to submit building plans for review, secure permits, and complete the required 

inspections for your project.  Good luck to you, and thank you very much.  And thank you to 

all the members of the Board for a very interesting conversation. 
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RESULT: APPROVED [6 TO 1] 

MOVER: Pat Zollars 

SECONDER: Richard Hudson 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Carr, Burd, Cullinan 

NAYS: Hicks 

9. 7041 E. Main St.; Application #172912; Applicant:  Buckeye Express Wash; 

Business:  Goo Goo Car Wash; Minor Modifications 

Chairman Burd:  Sir, thank you for your patience, and could I please have your name for the 

record? 

 

Mr. Beck:  Roger Beck. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Ok.  Mr. Snowden will give his report, and then we will have some 

conversation. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  I believe Mr. Beck wins the award tonight because he came all the way from 

Georgia to be with us this evening. 

 

Mr. Beck:  The other Columbus. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  7041 E. Main Street - Exterior Modifications - Goo-Goo Express Wash.  

Application: #172912 - Certificate of Appropriateness.  Location:  Property is located 

on the south side of E. Main Street between Braircliff Road and Haft Drive.  Existing 

Zoning:  CS - Community Services / CCO - Community Commercial Overlay.  The request 

is for the Board to issue a certificate of appropriateness for exterior modifications and new 

signage.  Current Use:  Auto Services  Applicant:  Buckeye Express Wash, LLC.  The 

applicant is requesting the Board review and approve a certificate of appropriateness to make 

exterior modifications and add signage to existing commercial building.  The site contains an 

existing drive-thru car wash structure and related improvements. The property is bordered 

along the east and west by other commercial businesses in the CC - Community Commerce 

District.  The properties immediately to the south are single family dwellings in the R-3 

District.  The existing building exterior is finished with a metal roofing system on the north 

and portions of the west facade.  The applicant is proposing to paint the roofing material to 

match their brand.  Staff finds the proposed earth tones and maroon roof to be a good match 

to the existing streetscape.  The applicant is proposing to reface an existing 50 sf monument 

style ground sign.  The proposed sign panel contains the applicant’s logo with integrated text 

on a red background.  The design of the panel contains 5 colors.  The applicant is also 

proposing to install a 25 sf internally illuminated channel letter wall sign on the north facade 

of the building.  Due to the sloping design of the roofing system, the sign will be mounted to 

a raceway assembly.  Staff has calculated the applicant is entitled to 30sf of wall signage, this 

is a Type A wall sign because it is less than 80 sf from the right-of-way and in this case it is 

one sf of sign area for one linear foot of tenant space.  They have about a thirty foot wide 
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building there.  You have 30 sf of signage.  Therefore, none of the proposed signage exceeds 

the Code requirements.  The signage is consistent with itself in terms of text, style and color.  

However, the applicant did provide two drawings showing the wall signage with different 

colors.  Staff would like the applicant to clarify that all of the proposed wall signage has 

yellow face panels.  I think what happened here is the sign contractor was probably not aware 

that the applicant was proposing to have a maroon roof, so they proposed some red lettering 

for part of the signage.  

 

Mr. Beck:  It is actually a red roof.  They have done some other signs for us here in town, and 

they have the red and yellow graphics, but it is on a tower element.  And, the letters on this 

sign will be yellow so that they show up against the red. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  All they need to do, in my opinion, unless the Board is overly concerned with 

that, would be to make sure they have exactly what they are proposing on all the plans when 

they get their zoning sign permit so we don't run into any hang-ups.  The applicant should 

also add dimensions to their plans that show the distance that the signage extends from the 

wall.  Again, just tidying up their sign application.  The Board should apply the standards for 

design review and determine if the proposed signage and exterior modification enhances the 

characteristics of the Community Commercial Overlay. Staff’s recommendation is it that the 

Board approve the application for a certificate of appropriateness as submitted.  And with 

that, I would be happy to answer any questions and I will turn things over to our chairman. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Mr. Beck, anything you would like to add? 

 

Mr. Beck:  No Sir.  I just hope to be a good neighbor in Reynoldsburg. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Well thank you for traveling here.  You clarified that they are yellow face 

panels? 

 

Mr. Beck:  Yes Sir. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Alright, questions from the Board? 

 

Unknown speaker:  This has nothing to do with your design, but I noticed the pylons next to 

it, which the little war between the Hickory House and the car wash... 

 

Mr. Beck:  I have made peace with the Hickory House.   Evidentially, they did not have a 

very good relationship.  We have already talked. 

 

Mr. Bowman:  The red on the photos, is it that dark?  Is that how dark it is going to be?  

Because, it does look maroon. 

 

Mr. Beck:  It is more of a red. 

 

Mr. Bowman:  Thank you. 

 

E.1.b
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Chairman Burd:  Any other questions or comments for the applicant? 

 

Mr. Hicks:  Mr. Chairman, I have one.  I do not know if you are also the other franchisee of 

the other GooGoo car washes around central Ohio... 

 

Mr. Beck:  I am the owner of all of them. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  The three other locations out on Broad St., Morse Rd., and Polaris Pkwy., do not 

have a cartoon on the monument sign.  It is just simply text and I was curious, one, as to why 

the cartoon automobile was added to this sign, and two, whether you felt it was necessary. 

 

Mr. Beck:  Yes, I do, and I will let you folks know why.  This is the newest one we have, as 

opposed to our express wash.  And, every customer that comes in is given the air freshener 

that is in your packet.  Everyone gets those and that is going to be our new logo.  The front 

page of that is showing that logo on the building sign.  We can't do that here because you 

only allow channel letters in this district here.  But, that will definitely be our full serve.  We 

have the logo at other locations and it distinguishes the full service from the express. 

 

Mr. Hicks:  So, your logo is no longer the goose on the top of the GooGoo. 

 

Mr. Beck:  It was a duck.  That is where the actual name of the car wash came from a long 

time ago. 

 

Mr Snowden:  I have to say this on the record, Shelly, our Building Department Secretary 

thinks that the car logo is cute and she wanted the applicant to know that.  I have to be able to 

tell her that, yes, I said it in the meeting.  

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Beck, I will provide a written statement, in the mail, that will state what 

you need to do.  I know you have already pulled some building permits to get things moving 

along.  You will just want to submit a zoning sign permit application for the proposed sign 

reface, and then submit a building permit for the actual new signage being attached.  I 

assume that DayNite will want to do that.  If they have any other questions, they should give 

me a call.  

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you Mr. Beck. 

RESULT: APPROVED [6 TO 0] 

MOVER: Eliot Bowman 

SECONDER: Pat Zollars 

AYES: Hudson, Zollars, Bowman, Hicks, Carr, Burd 

ABSTAIN: Cullinan 

E. OTHER BUSINESS 

Chairman Burd:  I do have one item that I wanted to address.  Some of you know that my 

circumstances have changed dramatically.  My last day with the City is tomorrow and I will be 

moving out of state on Monday.  So, my reign as Chairman is only going to last two meetings.  
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So, I would recommend that Vice Chairman Zollars run the April meeting, and at the end of that 

meeting have another discussion about organizational items. 

 

Mr. Snowden:  Mr. Chairman, ultimately it is the decision of the Board.  We have a few new 

Members and I would like to see Mr. Zollars run the next meeting.  So that we do not hold up the 

applicants at the next meeting, at the end of the meeting we will open up the floor for 

nominations, if that would be acceptable, and elect a new Chairman, and new Vice Chairman, 

depending on the needs. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Mr. Zollars, are you comfortable with that plan of action? 

 

Mr. Zollars:  Yes. 

 

Chairman Burd:  Thank you all very much.  The new Service Director, whomever that may be, 

will be on this Board.  

F. ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

 Chairman      Planning Administrator 
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